RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY TO COMMENTSRECEIVED
DURING PUBLIC NOTICE
FOR
DRAFT AIR QUALITY CONTROL PERMIT NO. 1000108
ARIZONA PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY - CHOLLA POWER PLANT

BEGIN PUBLIC NOTICE: MAY 12, 1999
END PUBLIC NOTICE: JUNE 12, 1999

Thefollowingisinresponseto acomment onthedraft Air Quality Control Permit No. 1000108, submitted
by Mr. Michael O’ Dell, acitizen of Holbrook, Arizona, through hisletter dated May 17,1999. Mr.O'Ddll’s
comment is enclosed in Attachment “ A” of the responsiveness summary.

Responseto Mr. O’ Dell’s Commentt was indicated in your comment that “ On the average of once or
twice aweek the emission from the Cholla Plant looks bad, usualy in the morning and evening... Thisbrownish
ydlow smoke sometimes stretches for miles, al the way to Woodruff, or to the Petrified Forest area, 30 or 40
milesaway.” The comment had been referred to the ADEQ North Regiona Office (NRO) located in Hagdtaff
for an ingpection of the described smoke emission. Thisoffice can bereached at 520-779-0313. Ingenerd, the
power plant relies on combustion of fossl fuels such as cod or naturd gas to generate eectricity. Cod
combustion results in emissons of anumber of air pollutants, the most significant of which are Particulate Matter
(PM), Sulfur Dioxide (SO,), and Nitrogen Oxides (NO,). Thefollowing discussons address (i) the perceived
vaiahility in vighility and emissons, and (ii) abrief description of the air quality permit.

Emissons and Vishility

Themaost important factorsin determining the“ darkness’ of the exhaust plume are the amount of PM inthe plume,
and the configuration of the sun, the plume, and the observer. Theterm “opacity” isused in regulatory circlesto
quantify the “darkness’ of aplume. The higher the opacity, the darker the plume. Generdly speeking, the plume
appears more opagque to the observer when the sun is behind the plume, than when the observer isin between
the sun and the plume. Therefore, a plume with smilar levels of PM emissions could gppear to have different
opacities depending on the positions of the sun and the observer rative to the exhaust plume.

In addition to the quantity of pollutants in the exhaust plume, ambient atmaospheric conditions could affect the
vighility in the region. Two examples of such ambient aamaospheric conditions are asfollows:

() Under typica daytime conditions, amaospheric convection currents cause vertica mixing of ar. Pollutants
emitted closeto the ground are carried upwards by the vertical movement of air, and the exhaust plume thus
gets “diluted’. During the early morning hours however, the air close to the ground istill cool andthesun's
rayshave not yet heated up the atmosphere adequately to generate vertical convection currents. Theair close
to the ground does not mix with the layers of ar in the upper atmosphere. Pollutants emitted close to the
ground, therefore, remain there. In other words, the plumeis*“trgpped” in the lower atmosphere, and is not
diluted by verticd mixing. The atmospheric haze can thus appear worsein the morning times even though the
amount of pollutants emitted is the same as during typica daytime conditions.
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(i) SO, and NO, are compounds that can react with other chemicals present in the atmosphere under specific
ambient conditions. Thesereactionsform vighility degrading compounds, and can result in abrownish haze.
These reactions are highly dependent on ambient conditions such as sunlight, humidity and atmospheric
circulation. The same amount of emissons, therefore, could cause different vishility effects depending on
ambient conditions.

Other reasons for the observed variability in emissions could be :

(i) Thepower plant hasair pollution control devicesto reducethe amount of emissions. However, during Sartup
and shutdown sequences for the boailers, it is technicaly infeasible to bring and maintain the air pollution
control equipment on-lineuntil certain operating parametersareattained. During these periods, emissonsmay
be higher than normd.

(i) During periods of air pollution control equipment malfunction, emissons may be higher than norma.

Air Permit Number 1000108

Permit Number 1000108 was drafted based on Federdl and State air qudity rulesand regulations. It setsforth
emission standards for PM, NOx, SO, , and opacity. To ensure compliance with al the emisson standards, the
permit further requires operation of air pollutant control equi pment, monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting, and
compliancetesting. Theplume opacity, for example, isrequired by the permit to be reduced through PM emission
controls, and to be monitored day and night on acontinuousbass, using an instrument called Continuous Opacity
Monitoring System. Thisingrument has an artificid light source which enablesit to measure opacity even during
the nighttime.  Any exceedances of the standard have to be reported to ADEQ within 24 hours of occurrence.
The rate of SO, and NO, emissons are dso monitored using Continuous Emissons Monitors. Any recorded
exceedance of permitted limits have to be reported to ADEQ within 24 hours of their occurrence. 1f you would
like to report an apparent emission excursion, please contact Ms. Weiwen Daly at (602)207-2281 or 1-800-
234-5677 ext. 2281.

To determine compliance with the plume opacity standard, avisua observation isaso required to be conducted
annudly for the stack smoke, using USEPA Reference Method 9. This method relies on observation by the
human eye. Asaresdent of thelocd community, you are encouraged to join the monitoring effort by becoming
a certified Method 9 observer, so that the next time you observe a darker than normd exhaust plume, you will
be able to take vaid opacity readings and compare them to the opacity standard. To learn more of Method 9
certification, please contact Mr. Steve Olson, Air Compliance at (602)207-2339 or 1-800-234-5677 ext. 2339.

Inregard to the concernson Unit 1, the unit isnot subject to thefedera rules caled the New Source Performance
Standards (NSPS) because it was built before August 17, 1971. Rather, the unit is categorized as an existing
source to which only the less stringent state rule, A.A.C. R18-2-703, applies. As astate agency, ADEQ does
not have authority to request that the Unit 1 be subject to NSPS only because the state ruleis less stringent.

Asdtated in our mission statement, ADEQ is committed to preserving, protecting and enhancing the environment
and the public hedth. To maintain and improve the quality of Arizona sair, we strive to control the present and
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future sources of air pollution. This permit will be used as an effective channd towards better control of the air
qudlity.

The following discussions are responses to comments on the draft Air Quality Control Permit No.
1000108, submitted by Arizona Public Service Company (APS), Cholla Power Plant (Cholla) throughtheir
letter dated June 9, 1999. APS-Cholla’scommentsare enclosed in Attachment “ B” of the responsiveness
summary.

Response to APS-Cholla Comment 1: The comment does not provide ADEQ with specific terms or
conditions within the draft permit that APS-Chollabelieves are different inform. A few termsor conditions may
have been pargphrased from the applicable requirements to protect the grammatica integrity of the permit. All
terms or conditions in the permit, however, have been carefully drafted and thoroughly reviewed by ADEQ to
ensure that the essence of the applicable requirements has been maintained. ADEQ believesthat the paraphrase
should not be congdered as "difference in form".

Responseto APS-Cholla Comment 2: The suggested changes have been made.

Responseto APS-ChollaComment 3: Thesuggested changehasnot beenmade. CAA 504(a) requireseach
Title V permit to "assure compliance with applicable requirements of this Act, including the requirements of the
gpplicable implementation plan." 40 CFR 70.2 or A.A.C. R18-2-101.39 gives a complete definition of the
applicablerequirementsthat must beincluded inaTitleV permit. Among the gpplicablerequirementsis”any term
or condition of any preconstruction permits issued pursuant to regulations approved or promulgated through
rulemaking under Titlel, including Parts C or D, of the Act". Theingallation permitsNos. 1037, 1244 and 1247
and the PSD permit No. M170843S1-98 were al issued pursuant to a SIP approved program or federaly
delegated PSD program under Title I, Parts C or D of the Act. The terms and conditions contained in these
permits have therefore been included in the Title V permit as a part of the gpplicable requirements. In addition,
the ingdlation permit requirements are applicable requirements that are included in the permit shield, i.e,
compliance with the terms and conditions of the Title V permit will be deemed to be compliance with the
underlying ingtalation permit condition requirements. The language in A.A.C. R18-2-303(A) was designed to
address permit coverage during the trangtion into Title V permits. 1t should not be interpreted to mean that the
pre-1993 ingtd lation permits cease to exist as separate documents.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Summary TableComments4-32: Thesummary tablewasintendedfor reference
use only, and was not designed to include the full fledged enforcegble terms and conditions of this permit. The
commentsin regard to the summary table suggest many changesthat would dter theintended purpose of thetable.
To avoid incongstency between the summary table and the permit, the summary table has been removed from
the permit.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Summary TableComment 21: Assatedin ADEQ’ sresponsedated May 24,
1999 to APS-Cholla s comments on the pre-public notice version of the draft permit, A.A.C. R18-2-730(A) is
applicable to unclassified sources a APS-Cholla. The unclassified sources include units such as the flyash silo,
thelime handling and daking facility, and the cooling towers. Thelanguagein the State Implementation Plan (SIP)
isdifferent from the current rule, as pointed out in the latest comment. Permit conditions based on the current rule
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are, therefore, not federaly enforceable. However, upon issuance of the Title V permit, dl of the conditionsin
the permit will be federaly enforcesble, except for those explicitly identified as being State Enforceable Only.
Knowingthat A.A.C. R18-2-730 hasbeen submitted to EPA for approval, theconditionsbasedon A.A.C. R18-
2-730(A) have not been marked as State Enforceable Only in this permit. At such time that the current ruleis
approved into the SIP it will be alogigtica burden for APS-Chollaand ADEQ to reopen the Title V permit for
removd of the State Enforceable Only designation. Asdiscussed in previous stakehol der meetings, performance
tests are not typicaly required for units subject to A.A.C. R18-2-730. In the case of APS-Cholla, periodic
monitoring with the particulate matter standard in A.A.C. R18-2-730(A) involves proper operation and
maintenance of online control devices, and record-keeping measures for units that do not use control devices.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “A” Comment 33: The suggested change has been made.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “ A” Comment 34: Thesuggested changehasbeen madetoread
“For agtuation lasting more than 24 hours which condtitutes a deviation...”

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “ A” Comment 35: Thesuggested changehasbeenmadetoread
“...within two working days of the time when Permittee first learned of the occurrence of the deviations’.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “ A” Comment 36: Thesuggested changeshavenotbeenmade. The
intent of this section isto cover Stuations of extended noncompliance that last more than 72 hours but less than
sx months. Thelanguage chosen by the Department describeswhat isrequired of the permittee and no changes
are necessary. The source is encouraged to contact the Department to discuss mitigatory measures for the
compliance schedule.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment“ A” Comment 37: (1) Thefirg changesuggested hasnot beenmade.
Theindudon of 317 rulein the permit isnot required pursuant to A.A.C. R18-2-306. In addition, the gpplicable
implementation plan for Arizona doesnot provide for emissontrades. Inthefuture, if such dlowancesare made
in this state, APS would be alowed to make changes pursuant to A.A.C. R18-2-317.C without arevison to the
permit. (2) The second change suggested has been made; (3) The third change suggested has not been made.
This section has been directly quoted from therule. Theintent of the rule has not been changed by putting it into
the permit. Based on the comment, APS-Challais aware of the changes that would qudify the provisions under
A.A.C. R18-2-317. Thisruleisdesgnedto dlow for operationd flexibility, not overly burdensome reporting of
sample maintenance. ADEQ is open to meet with APS-Challa to discuss what is required to be filled under the
317 rule outside of the permit.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “ A” Comment 38: Thesuggested changehasnotbeenmade. The
language in Section X X1.C was quoted directly from A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.6.b. ADEQ understands that the
alowanceshererefer to that of sulfur dioxide. However, the same conditionsin Attachment “A” gpply todl other
utility companies and should be kept general and consigtent.

ResponsetoAPS-Cholla, Attachment “ B” Comments39-42, 45, 49, 51-53, 55, 56, 58, 60, 63, 64, 68,
70,72,74-77,80,82-84,92-95,97,99,104,108,114-116,118,119,122,123,125,127,128, 131, 134,
135, 138, and 140: Thechangessuggested by the referenced comments have been madeaccordingly. Seethe
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relevant comment for a particular change.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “ B” Comment 43: Thesuggested changehasnot beenmade. The
requirement of asourceto haveaquaified Method 9 observer on g&ff isdeemed necessary to assure compliance
with the opacity sandard in atimely manner. The same condition has been required of al other utility companies
statewideto keep consstency. Thereferenceto the condition has been replaced with A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “ B” Comment 44: Thesuggested changehasbeenmadetoread
"Within fourteen (14) caendar days after the compliance certifications required by Section V11 of Attachment ‘A’
have been submitted, Permittee shdl submit summary reports of al monitoring activities required in this
Attachment performed in the sx months prior to the date of the report.”

ResponsetoAPS-Cholla, Attachment “ B” Comments46, 65, 85, and 103: Thechangessuggested by the
referenced comments have not been made. The referenceto A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2 for the “ Fuel Limitation”

conditions has been replaced with the rlevant ingtdl ation permit numbers asthe origins of the conditions, namely,
the Ingtalation Permit Nos. 1002 for Unit 1, 1037 for Units2 and 3, and 1085 for Unit 4. WhileNos. 1037 and
1085 are the origind ingalation permits, No. 1002 is an indalation permit for the Unit 1 gas scrubber facility.
Unit 1 was built in 1961 prior toaPSD program, and it isunclear whether anorigind ar quality instalation permit
was issued for the unit. The type of the fud combusted is one of the factors that determine the capacity of a
source to emit pollutants and the effect of burning different fuels on ambient ar quaity varies. The "Fud

Limitation” requirement istermed to prevent potential use of any unpermitted fuel which would adversdly impact
the qudity of the ambient air; it assures compliance with the rdlevant ambient air quality Sandards. Therefore,
the inclusion of the condition is not redundant.

ResponsetoAPS-Cholla, Attachment “ B” Comments47, 66,67, 86,87,105-107,126,and 129: The
comments were made in regard to A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2 being used as the rule reference to relevant permit
conditions. Thereferenceto A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2 has been replaced, as suggested in the comments, with the
referencetotheorigin of aparticular permit condition. Seetherdevant comment for aparticular change. ADEQ),
however, does not concur with APS-Cholla sinterpretation in regard to the authority of A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.
In contrary to the interpretation, ADEQ bdievesthat A.A.C. R18-2-306.A and 306.A.2, asthey read, clearly
provideapermitting agency with authority to includein the permit “ enforceable emission limitationsand standards,
induding those operationd requirementsand limitationsthat assure compliancewith al applicablerequirements..."”.

Responseto APS-Challa, Attachment “ B” Comment 48: A changehasbeen madetoreplacethereference
to the condition, A.A.C. R18-2-306.A .2, with the Ingtalation Permit No. 1002. Thisingtdlation permitisfor the
Unit 1 gas scrubber facility. Unit 1 wasbuilt in 1961 prior to the PSD program, and it isunclear if an origind air
qudity ingdlation permit was issued for the unit.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “ B” Comment 50: The suggested change hasbeen made. The
"boiler operating day" definition has been added to Section 1.B., Definitions.

Response to APS-Cholla, Attachment “B” Comment 54: The suggested changes for Section
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11.C.1.d(2)(b)iii and iv have not been made. The two conditions differ from that of 40 CFR 60, Appendix B,
Performance Specification 1 in which the opticd surfaces cleaning is not explicitly specified. The change for
Section 11.C.1.d(2)(c) has been made as suggested.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment“ B” Comment 57: ThereferencetoA.A.C.R18-2-306.A.5.a has
been replaced with Ingtalation Permit No. 1247, the origin of the efficiency requirement.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “ B” Comments59, 78,96and 117: Thesuggested changesby the
referenced comments have not been made. Inthe early phase of the permit drafting through severa stakeholder
meetings, it was decided to use Acid Rain Program monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting requirements to
dreamlinethat of the Part 70. Sections|1.C.1.&(5), I11.C.1.9(2), V.C.1.g(2) and VI.C.1.e(2) are the results of
the streamlining effort, and used for the purpose of Title V recordkeeping and reporting. Thereference, A.A.C.
R18-2-306.A.4 and 5, has been added for Section I1.C.1.&(5), and the reference 40 CFR 60.7 has been added
for Sections111.C.1.g(2), V.C.1.9(2) and VI.C.1.&(2).

ResponsetoAPS-Cholla, Attachment “B” Comments61, 81, 100and 120: Sstionsll.C2a111.C24
V.C.2.aandVI.C.2.aareamed to ensure correct operation of the parti culate matter emission control equipment,
using the stack opacity as a surrogate performance indicator. The control equipment shal operate correctly at
dl timesincluding the periodswhen the units combust fuel for lessthan athree-hour period. The particulate matter
emisson standards given in A.A.C. R18-2-703.C.1 and 40 CFR 60.42(a)(1) are applicable to products of
combustion occurrencesin the boilers. Exhaust gases do not exit the system ingtantaneoudy after the flamein the
boilersis extinguished. The particulate matter standards will apply to the relevant stacks until al the gases clear
the system. The wording of the comments could be interpreted to mean that the standards cease to apply at the
ingtant that the fuel supply is cut off. The wording is mideading and therefore, the suggested changes have not
been made. The word “consecutive” has been inserted as suggested.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “B” Comment 62: The suggested change has not been made.
Attachment “A”, Section XI1.B only outlines the genera requirement on recordkeeping, whereas Section 11.C.3
addresses the specifics for cod andlysis. This condition, therefore, is not redundant, but rather complementary
to the generd requirement. Sincethe cod andysisdataplay acrucid rolein determining SO, removd efficiency,
the recordkeeping requirement is considered necessary. The reference to A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b has been
replaced with A.A.C. R18-2-306.A .4.a.

ResponsetoAPS-Cholla, Attachment “B” Comment 69: A new subsectionnumber, 111.C.1.c(4) hasbeen
created to accommodate the suggested language “ Permittee shall obtain emission data for at least 18 hoursin at
least 22 out of 30 successive boiler operating days.”

ResponsetoAPS-Cholla, Attachment “ B” Comment 71: Thecorrectreference, 40 CFR60.13(h), has
been added.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “ B” Comment 73: Thesuggested changehasbeenmadetoread
“If the minimum data requirement specified in paragrgph 111.C.1.c(4) above cannot be met with the continuous
monitoring system in use, Permittee shal supplement...”.
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Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “ B” Comment 79: Thesuggested changehasbeenmadetoread
“Unless otherwise specified, SO, excess emissions are defined as any 30 successve boiler operating days for
which, except for data obtained during startup, shutdown, or emergency conditions, the arithmetic average of dl
hourly emission rates for sulfur dioxide exceeds the applicable sandard of 0.8 pounds per million Btu heat input,
or the percentage sulfur dioxide reduction fals below the applicable standard of 90 percent, as required in
paragraph 111.A.3 of thisattachment. The percentage sulfur dioxide reduction isdetermined based onthe average
inlet and average outlet SO, emission rates for the 30 successive boiler operating days.”

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “ B” Comments88and 109: Toaddressthechangesuggested by
the comments for technica correctness and permit clarity, the language in Sections V.C.1.b and VI.C.1.b has
been changed to read "Permittee shall employ the 40 CFR 75 NOx CEMSingaled on Steam Boiler Unit _ for
the purpose of periodic monitoring of the nitrogen oxides emissions under this permit.” In addition, the periodic
monitoring rule, A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b, isreferenced following the paragraphsV.C.1.b and V1.C.1.b, which
clearly indicates that the NOx CEMSis required to be deployed by the periodic monitoring rule.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “B” Comment 89: The suggested removd of NOx CEMS
requirements has not been made. A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b requires "periodic monitoring sufficient to yield
reliable data...”". The requirements under section V.C.1.d are deemed to be sufficient to assure reliability of the
yielded NOx CEMSdata. Thereferenceto A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b has been added for NOx CEMS. The
reference to 40 CFR 60.13 has a so been added for SO, and O, monitors, as suggested.

Responseto APS-Challa, Attachment “ B” Comment 90: Thereference40 CFR 60.13(h) hasbeenadded
for SO, and O,, and the reference A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b has been added for NOx.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment“ B” Comment 91: ThereferenceA.A.C.R18-2-306.A .3.ahasbean
added for SO, and O, and A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b for Nox.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “B” Comment 98: Thesuggested changehasbeenmade. Asa
result, annua performance testing becomes necessary to demonstrate compliance with the SO, emissons
standard. This requirement has been added.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “B” Comment 101: The suggested change has been made.
Additionaly, the annud performance testing requirement for SO, emissions has been added for APS-Chollato
demongtrate compliance with SO, emissions standard.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “B” Comment 102: Thesuggested changehasbeenmade. The
reference to SO, testing is 40 CFR 60.46(b)(4), not A.A.C. R18-2-901.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “B” Comment 110: Thissubsection hasbeen re-numberedto
VI.C.1.d. A subtitle"SO, and O," has been added unto the Section VI.C.1.c. that accommodates monitoring
requirement for SO, and O..
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Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “B” Comment 111: ThereferenceA.A.C.R18-2-306.A.3.bhas
been added for NOx CEMS. The reference 40 CFR 60.13 has also been added for SO, and O, monitors, as
suggested.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “B” Comment 112: ThereferenceA.A.C.R18-2-306.A.3.bhas
been added for NOx CEMS. The reference 40 CFR 60.13(h) has aso been added for SO, and O, monitors.

ResponsetoAPS-Cholla, Attachment “B” Comment 113: ThereferenceA.A.C.R18-2-306.A.3.ahas
been added for SO, and O, monitors, and A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b for NOx.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “B” Comment 121: Thesuggested changehasbeenmadetoread
“...for each burn that has been tested under...”

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “ B” Comment 124: Thereferencetotheauthority for thispermit
condition has been changed to Ingdlation Permit No. 1160, Instalation of Johnson-March Dust Supression
System. The requirement on water spraying/chemica dust suppression control is consdered an operationd
requirement that assures compliance with the opacity and particulate matter standards set forth for the coal
preparation plant. Thewording"at dl times' hasbeen removed, assuggested. Inregard to theconcernon CAM,
the CAM rule only appliesto amgor source. However, the cod preparation plant, without add-on controls, is
not amgor source under the Part 70 definition.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “B” Comment 130: Thephrase"atdl times' hasbeenreplacedby
"during operation of thelime handling and daking facility”. The comment wasaso madeinregardto A.A.C. R18-
2-306.A.2 being used as the rule reference to relevant permit conditions. As suggested, the reference to
Ingdlation Permit No. 1247 has been made to replace A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2 as an origin of the permit
condition. However, ADEQ does not concur with APS-Cholla's interpretation in regard to the authority of
A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2. In contrary to the interpretation, ADEQ believes that A.A.C. R18-2-306.A and
306.A.2, asthey read, clearly provide a permitting agency with authority to include in the permit “enforcegble
emissonlimitationsand standards, including those operationa requirementsand limitationsthat assure compliance
with al gpplicable requirements...".

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment“ B” Comments132and 133: ConditionsX.C.2.aandbarerelated
to recordkeeping and the correct reference is A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.4. This reference has been added. The
reference to A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2 has been removed.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “B” Comments136and 137: Thesuggested changeshavebeen
made, except for the phrase "to prevent excessive amounts of particulate matter from becoming airborne”. This
phraseisfirst stated in the paragraph under X1.A.1.b. To avoid redundancy, this phrase has not been added.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “B” Comment 139: Thisconditionhasbeenchangedtoread"Any
other method as proposed by Permittee and approved by the Director”, and the reference to A.A.C. R18-2-
306.A.3.b has been added.
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Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “B” Comment 141: Thesuggested change hasnot been made.
Condition XI.B.1 addresses recordkeeping that is designed to serve for the purpose of periodic monitoring as
required by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b. Under Section X1.A.1.b, the sourceisto employ reasonable dust control
measures whenever excessive amounts of particulate matter become arborne, regardiess of how trivia the
activities are.  The requirement of the recordkeeping is for the source to demonstrate that the dust control
measures have been adequately taken for dl activities, including those trivia ones, that would cauise excessive
amounts of particulate matter to become airborne. The suggested exemption of the short-period activities is
deemed insufficient for the periodic monitoring to yield religble data.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “ B” Comment 142: Thisconditionhasbeenchangedtoreadany
other method as proposed by Permittee and approved by the Director”. Previoudy, EPA has commented on the
condition in other draft Title V permits by requiring that all other methods of the “good modern practices’ be
specificaly identified either inthe permit or through apermit revision. ADEQ), then, adopted the abovereferenced
languageto maintain acertainlevel of flexibility mutudly shared by the source and theagency. Thesame condition
has been required of al utility companies satewide.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “C” Comments 143 and 144: Thechangessuggested by the
referenced comments have been made accordingly.

ResponsetoAPS-Cholla, Attachment “ D” Comments145-156: Thechangessuggestedby thereferenced
comments have been made accordingly. See the relevant comment for a particular change.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Attachment “D” Comment 157: Thesuggested changehasnot been made.
ADEQ understands that, under the Part 75 program, a source is not required to notify the agency prior to the
monitor replacement. The CEMS list, however, provides ADEQ personnd with the necessary information to
identify each piece of emission monitors on ste, and therefore, plays a unique role in the departmentd field
ingoection. Asof the concern in regard to the permit revision, in case of like-to-like monitor replacement, the
change may be allowed under A.A.C. R18-2-317.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Technical Review Comments158-164,174,175and 178-180: Thechanges
suggested by the referenced comments have been made accordingly. See the relevant comment for a particular
change.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Technical Review Comment 165: Thesuggested changehasnot beenmade.
Thistable ligts information on generd air qudity controls, and is not designed for the purpose of CAM.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Technical Review Comments166-169: Thechangessuggested by thecomments
have not been made. Table 5 was designed for the purpose of Part 70 permit. The NOx emisson dlowables
listed in the table were cal culated based on NOx emission standards of either NSPS or SIP, but not Acid Rain
program. For Unit 1, which wasbuilt before May 30, 1972, thereis neither aNSPS standard nor a SIP standard
for the NOx emissionsthat is gpplied to the unit and therefore, the alowableisnot available. For Units 2-4, they
are subject to the NOx standard contained in 40 CFR 60.44 of 0.70 |b/mmBtu, with which, the NOx alowables
were obtained. The PTEs were calculated using AP-42 emisson factors, and the results should be different than
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the alowables.

ResponsetoAPS-Cholla, Technical Review Comment 170: Basedonthereasonsstatedin ADEQ' sletter
to Mr. David R. Simonton from Michael J. Traubert, dated December 11, 1997, ADEQ believes that the
referenced NOV was valid and should not be withdrawn.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Technical Review Comment 171: Thesuggested changehasbeen made, except
that the sentence* Unit 2/3 SO, Emission monitoring requirements...” hasnot been added. A smilar sentencefor
the monitoring requirement has been placed in the Unit 3 cdll becausethe 40 CFR Subpart Darequirementsapply
to each portion of the Unit 2/3 SO, monitoring, as stated in PSD Permit No. M170843S1-98.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Technical Review Comment 172: Thesuggested changehasbeenmade. As
the comment states, Unit 3 SO, monitoring is subject to Subpart D requirements. In the meantime, the SO,
monitoring of Unit 3 portion of Unit 2/3 is subject to 40 CFR 60.47arequirements as established in PSD Permit
No. M170843S1-98. Since both virtualy refer to the same SO, CEMS, the Unit 3 SO, monitoring is subject
to 40 CFR 60.47arequirements, as aresult of streamlining.

ResponsetoAPS-Cholla, Technical Review Comment 173: Thewords"mechanica cyclones’ hasbeen
added, as suggested. The words “Dust Suppressants Wetting system”, however, has not been removed. The
“Control Measure’ column only describes generd information on air quaity controls, and isnot designed for the
purpose of CAM.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Technical Review Comment 176: Thesuggested changehasnot beenmade.
The requirements of Unit 2/3 (common stack) for sulfur dioxide has dready been addressed in the subsections
for Units2 and 3.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Technical Review Comment 177: Thesuggested changehasbeenmadetoread
in part “ Sharing a common stack with Unit 2, Unit 3 is subject to the sulfur dioxide standard of 1.2 [/MMBtu
heat input in accordance with A.A.C. R18-2-903.3.c.i while burning cod. Permitteeisrequired to maintain and
operate a SO2 continuous monitoring system consgtent with 40 CFR 60.47a (“Emisson monitoring”) to
continuoudy monitor the sulfur dioxide emissons from Unit 3, which is established in PSD Permit No.
M170843S1-98.”

Responseto APS-Cholla, Technical Review Comment 181: Thesuggested changehasnot beenmade.
The current writing has well reflected the conditions in the draft permit.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Technical Review Comment 182: Items53 and 54 were verified as not
indgnificant under the “Verification” column.

Responseto APS-Cholla, Technical Review Comment 183: Thephrase*Under permitterm” hasbeen
replaced with “Permitted activity”, which indicates that the referenced equipment is subject to conditionsin the

permit.
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ATTACHMENT “A”: MR.O’'DELL’'SCOMMENT

Mr. Michael O’ Dell, a citizen of Holbrook, Arizona, submitted to ADEQ a comment on the draft Air
Quality Control Permit No. 1000108 through a hand-writing letter dated May 17, 1999. The following
IS the comment text reproduced from its manuscript:

Thisletter isin response to the Permit #1000108 that is being considered for the Cholla Power Plant near Joseph
City. I'velived in Holbrook my whole life, 43 years and | can tell when the emissionsfrom thisplantisbad. On
the average of once or twice a week the emisson from the Cholla Plant look bad, usudly in the morning and
evening. Making you wonder what’s happening a night when no one can seeit!? Thisbrownish yelow smoke
sometimes sretches for miles, dl the way to Woodruff, or to the Petrified Forest area, 30 or 40 miles away!!
The Holbrook area is dependant on tourism!  These emissions can't be good for the painted desert Petrified
Forest Nationa Park and they can’t be good for peopl€’ s hedth inthisareal ? A.D.E.Q cannot watch this plant
enough and 98% of thelocd residentswouldn’t tdl you anything, even if something was obvioudy wrong!! If this
plant has the cgpabiility to run clear for days, what is the problem the days it looks bad? If the older #1 unit is
exempt from the newer regulations then I’ d say the permit does need to be revised and updated!! A.P.Sisa
multi-million dollar company. If thereisaway for them to clean up their emissonsthey should do it!
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ATTACHMENT “B”": APS-CHOLLA COMMENTS

Arizona Public Service Company (APS), Cholla Power Plant (Cholla) submitted to ADEQ the following
comments on the draft Air Quality Control Permit No. 1000108 through their letter dated June 9, 1999:

APS Comment 1: A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.arequires that the permit "...identify any difference in form as
compared to the gpplicabl e requirement upon which theterm or conditionisbased.” Contrary to thisrequirement,
severd permit terms or conditions exigt in this permit that were written in a different form than that contained in
the referenced applicable requirement. These terms and conditions are not identified as being different in form.
Therefore, ADEQ should elther amend the draft permit language so that each term and condition isthe same as
the gpplicable requirement or identify each permit term or conditionin this permit thet isdifferent inform fromthe
gpplicable requirement.

APSComment 2: Several minor changesto page 1, the cover page, are requested to correct minor technical
inaccuracies,

A. Second paragraph, line 5. Insert the word "approximately” immediately prior to 0.3-0.4%.

B. Second paragraph, line 5. Insert the word "an" immediately following the word with.

C. Second paragraph, line 6. Insert the words "for particulate matter remova” immediately following the
word precipitator.

D. Third paragraph, line 1. The draft permit language says that the plant is classfied as a Class | mgor
source pursuant to A.A.C. R18-2-302.B. This provison establishes two different classes of permits,
ether aClass| or aClassll. It doesnot contain languageto classify asource. However, A.A.C. R18-2-
101.61 does classify Cholla Power Plant asa Class| mgor source. Therefore, APS requests that the
first sentence in this paragraph be replaced with the following: "The Cholla Power Plant is dlassfied as
aClass | mgor source pursuant to A.A.C. R18-2-101.61."

E. Fourth paragraph, line 2. Delete the word "the" that precedes the word Cholla

APS Comment 3: Page 1, fifth paragraph. The draft permit and Technica Review and Evauation of
Application document contain severd referencesto ingtalation permits, and other permitsthat wereissued in the
past. For example, the last paragraph of the summary page of the permit provides:

This Class | permit supersedes dl previous operating permits issued to APS, Cholla. The terms and
conditions of these permitsare void as of the date of issuance of thispermit. This permit incorporatesthe
applicable requirements contained in the underlying congtructiory indalation permitsand does not affect
those applicable requirements.

Table 1, Summary of Permit Requirements, refers to Ingtalation Permit No. 1247 and PSD Permit No.
M170843S1-98. Attachment “C”: Applicable Requirements refers to Ingtdlation Permits No.1247 and No.
1037 and to Prevention of Significant Deterioration Permit No. M170843S1-98. The Technicd Review and
Evauation of Application document, Section V, Applicable Regulations Verification refersto Permit No. 1247,
Installation Permit No. 1037, and PSD Permit No. M 170843S1-98.

Responsiveness Summary to Comments on Draft Permit No. 1000108 (November 30, 1999) Page 12 of 42



Thepossibleimplication of thesereferencesisthat some how thoseinga lation and other permitscontinueinforce.
With regard to ingtd lation permitsissued prior to September 1, 1993, the law and regulations are clear. Chapter
299, 865.B of the 1992 Arizona Session Laws providesthat install ation permitsissued before September 1, 1993
continue in effect until an operating permit for the source is granted. The agency adopted this pogtion in AAC
R18-2-303.A. Therefore Ingtalation Permits No. 1247 and No. 1037 are no longer in effect.

The Arizona Laws aso expresdy address permits issued after September 1, 1993. The 1992 Amendments to
Arizona s Air Quality Control Act make clear that (1) ADEQ' s authority to issue ingtalation permits expired on
September 1, 1993 (see Chapter 299, 812 and 813 of the 1992 Arizona Session Laws); (2) beginning on
September 1, 1993, ADEQ was authorized only to issue “unitary” permits, i.e., permits which covered both
authority to install and operate a source (see Chapter 299, 814 of the 1992 Arizona Session Laws); and (3)
permitsissued after September 1, 1993 have afive year life (see Chapter 299, 814, of the 1992 Arizona Session
Laws amending ARS 849-426.F). Based on these Satutory provisions, it is clear that the Agency has authority
to include permit conditions from an expiring “unitary” permit in the new renewd permit; however, the expiring
permit has no continuing legd effect after the renewd permit isissued. For this reason, it is inappropriate to list
aprior permit as an applicable requirement or make statements that suggest that such permits have some type of
continuing effect.

For the reasons discussed above, dl referencesto prior ingtdlation permits or permitsissued after September 1,
1993 that suggest that such permit terms continue to be enforceable should be deleted from the draft permit and
the Technicad Review and Evauation of Application document. (APS believesthat it is gppropriateto list prior
permits as the source for permit terms and conditions where appropriate)

Summary Tables

APS Comment 4: Page4, Column 1. Insert the following words directly below thewords"Primary Fud -
Cod: Secondary Fud - Natura Gas, Naturd gas is combusted alone or with coal for unit startup or flame
dabilization.” Thislanguage amply darifies what fuels are burned in Unit 1.

APS Comment 5: Page4, Columns 3, 5, 6, and 7, Row 3. ChollaUnit 1isregulated for NOx by 40 CFR
76. Therefore, the emisson limitation subject to Cholla Unit 1 should be listed in this row as follows:

Column 3. Add the words "0.45 Ib/mmBtu annual average.”

Column 5. Add the words "Part 75 CEMs."

Column 6. Add the words "Part 75 Requirements.”

Column 7. Add the words "Part 75 CEMs."

Cowx

APS Comment 6: Page4, Column 1, Row 2. Insert the following words directly below the words"Primary
Fud - Cod": "Secondary Fud - Fud Qil, Fud Oil is combusted aone or with cod for unit Sartup or flame
dabilization." This language clarifies what fuds are burned in unit 2.

APS Comment 7: Page4, Column 3, Row 7. Replacetheword "and" with theword "or." Thisisnecessary
to clarify when the standard is gpplicable to Unit 2.
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APS Comment 8: Page4, Columns3, 5, 6, and 7, Row 7. ChollaUnit 2 isregulated for NOx by 40 CFR
76. Therefore, the emisson limitation subject to Cholla Unit 2 should dso be listed in this row asfollows:

A. Column 3. Add thewords"0.45 Ib/mmBtu annud average.”

B. Column 5. Add thewords"Part 75 CEMS."

C. Column 6. Add the words "Part 75 Requirements.”

D. Column 7. Add thewords"Part 75 CEMS."

APS Comment 9: Page5, Column 1, Row 1. Steam Boiler Unit 2/3 issubject to A.A.C. R18-2-903.B.3
for sulfur dioxide. Therefore, insert the regulatory citation "A.A.C. R18-2-903.B.3."

APS Comment 10: Page 5, Column 5, Row 1. Insert "in accordance with 40 CFR 60 Subpart Da" in-
between the words CEMs and capable.

APS Comment 11: Page5, Column 1, Row 2. Insert the following words directly below the words " Primary
Fud - Cod": "Secondary Fud - Fud Qil, Fud Oil is combusted done or with cod for unit startup or flame
dabilization." Thislanguage smply darifies what fuels are burned in Unit 3.

APS Comment 12: Page5, Column 3, Row 4. Replacetheword"and" withtheword "or." Thisisnecessary
to clarify when the sandard is applicable.

APS Comment 13: Page 5, Columns 3, 5, 6, and 7, Row 4. ChollaUnit 3isregulated for NOx by 40 CFR
76. Therefore, the emisson limitation subject to Cholla Unit 3 should dso be listed in this row asfollows:
Column 3. Add the words "0.45 Ib/mmBtu annud average.”

Column 5. Add the words "Part 75 CEMS."

Column 6. Add the words "Part 75 Requirements.”

Column 7. Add the words "Part 75 CEMS."

Cowx

APSComment 14: Page5, Columns5and 7, Row 5. Unit 3issubject to the sulfur dioxideemisson limitations
of 1.2 pounds per million Btu for solid fossi| fud and 0.8 pounds per million Btu for liquid fossil fud containedin
A.A.C. R18-2-903.3.c. Complianceis determined by using the Reference method tests gpproved in 40 CFR
60 Subpart D. The monitoring requirements are also contained in 40 CFR 60 Subpart D. Unit 3 is not subject
to 40 CFR 60 Subpart Da standards. The draft permit languageincorrectly establishes sulfur dioxide monitoring
requirementsin accordancewith 40 CFR 60 Subpart Da. Therefore, the emission limitation subject to ChollaUnit
3 should be listed in thisrow as follows:

A. Column5. Replace"Da’ with"D."

B. Column7. Addthewords"Annua performance test using methods and procedures specified in 40 CFR

60 Subpart D."

APS Comment 15: Page5, Column 1, Row 3. Insart the following lines directly below the words "Primary
Fud - Cod": "Secondary Fud - Fud Qil, Fud Oil is combusted done or with cod for unit sartup or flame
dabilization.” Thislanguage smply darifies what fues are burned in Unit 4.

APS Comment 16: Page 5, Column 1, Row 3. Replace the two lines directly below the words "Alternate
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Fuels' with thefollowing: "Used Oil or Used Oil Fue co-firedwith cod.” Thislanguage smply darifieswhat fues
are burned in Unit 4.

APS Comment 17: Page6, Column 3, Row 1. Replacetheword "and" withtheword "or." Thisisnecessary
to clarify when the sandard is applicable.

APS Comment 18: Page 6, Columns 3, 5, 6, and 7, Row 1. ChollaUnit 4 isregulated for NOx by 40 CFR
76. Therefore, the emisson limitation subject to Cholla Unit 4 should dso be lisgted in this row asfollows:

A. Column 3. Add thewords"0.45 Ib/mmBtu annud average.”

B. Column 5. Add thewords"Part 75 CEMS."

C. Column 6. Add the words "Part 75 Requirements.”

D. Column 7. Add thewords"Part 75 CEMS."

APS Comment 19: Page 6, Column 5, Row 2. Unit 4 issubject to 40 CFR 60 Subpart D for sulfur dioxide.
Therefore the reference to Subpart Da should be replaced with Subpart D.

APS Comment 20: Page 6, Column 4, Row 3. Cholla Unit 4 is equipped with a hot side eectrostatic
precipitator (ESP) for particulate removd. This ESP is designed to remove particulate matter, including meta
compounds and therefore should be listed in this cell as a control measure.

APS Comment 21: Applicability of Certain Emission Limits

The draft permit attempts to impose the particulate matter standard for unclassified sources (A.A.C. R18-2-
730.A) on several minor point sources of emissions a the Cholla Power Plant when such limitations are
unauthorized and uncalled for under ADEQ's rules. Article 7 of Chepter 2 of Title 18 of the Arizona
AdminigrativeCode (A.A.C. R18-2-701 et seq.) contai ns performance standardsthat apply to existing stationary
sources (seetitle of Article 7 and A.A.C. R18-2-702.A) including the unclassified sourcerule. ThisArticeand
its predecessors have along history that must be understood and considered to determine how, and to what
dationary sources, the individua performance standards apply.

Prior to September 25, 1990, the Performance Standards contained in subsection A of the unclassified source
rule explicitly applied only to existing major stationary sources. The rule provided:

No exiging mgor gationary source which is not otherwise covered under any other Section of these Rulesshall
cause or permit the emission of pollutants at rates greater than the following . . . .

A.A.C. R18-2-502.A (1989) (emphasis added).

Theintent of the unclassfied source rule was clear. 1t applied only to existing mgjor Saionary sources. It was
intended to impose emission limitations on existing mgor stationary sources for which no specific emissons
limitations had been promulgated. It was not intended to apply to (1) mgor stationary sources which were
aready subject to existing dationary source standards or (2) to minor stationary sources. It therefore did not
apply to individua emission points of sources that fell within these two categories of stationary sources.
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Thisintent was reinforced by the definition of "sationary source’ which was contained in the regulations a that
time. It provided in relevant part:

"Stationary source’ means any building, structure, facility or ingdlation which emitsor may emit any air pollutant
subject to regulation under this Chapter.

b. "Building", "structure’, "facility”, or "inddlaion" means, for sources located in attainment arees, dl of the
pallutant-emitting activities which belong to the same industria grouping, are located on one or more contiguous
or adjacent properties, and are under the control of the same person (or persons under common control).
Pollutant-emitting activities shal be consdered as part of the same industrid grouping if they belong to the same
"Magor Group" (i.e., which have the same two digit code) as described in the " Standard Industrial Classification
Manual, 1972", as amended by the 1997 Supplement (U.S. Government Printing Office stock numbers 4101-
0066 and 003-005-00176-0, respectively).

A.A.C. R18-2-101.95 (1989) (emphasisadded). Thus, agtationary sourceincluded al of the pollutant-emitting
activities of the source, even if some of those activities were not subject to emissions limitations.

Therulesin place prior to 1990 took an approach that was cons stent with the federal New Source Performance
Standards and federal National Emisson Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants, both of which Arizona
incorporated into its rules. That approach was to impose emisson limits on sgnificant emissons points or
activities for categories of sources, but not impose emission limits on minor or de minimis emisson points or
activitiesin those categories of sources.

On September 25, 1990, the air qudity rules were amended. The purpose of the amendments was to address
lack of conformity with certain federd requirements and deficienciesin therulelanguage, style, and format. (See
Concise Explanatory Statement, p. 1.) The Concise Explanatory Statement stated that the rules for unclassified
sources had been reorganized and renumbered. There is absolutely no indication that the applicability of the
unclassfied source rule was intended to be expanded to additional sources. (In contrast, with regard to the
genera opacity standard, the Concise Explanatory Statement Statesthat the amendments clarify the applicability
of this stlandard throughout the Article)) (See Concise Explanatory Statement, p. 2.)

Subsection A of the unclassified source rule was amended to read:

No exiging source which is not otherwise subject to standards of performance under this Article or Article 8 or
9 shdl cause or permit the emission of pollutants at rates grester than the following ...

A.A.C. R18-2-530.A (1990) (emphasis added).

Sgnificantly, a the same time the language was changed in the unclassified source rule, the definition of "exising
source" was also amended to read:

"Exiging source” means any source which does not have an gpplicable new performance standard under Article
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8.

A.A.C. R18-2-101.62 (1990). The use of new source performance standards as the determining factor for
whether a source was an existing source subject to the existing source performance standards shows ADEQ's
intent that the new source performance standards gpproach of setting emission limits for the sgnificant emisson
pointsfor categories of sources, but not imposing emission limits on minor or de minimis emisson pointsin those
categories of sources, which applied under the prior rule, would continue to gpply under the amended rules.

Indeed, during the rulemaking, APS submitted comments about the need to modify the proposed version of
A.A.C. R18-2-530.A to clarify that the rule would not apply to a source that is subject to Existing Source
Performance Standards, New Source Performance Standards, or Nationa Emisson Standards for Hazardous
Air Pollutants. The Agency agreed that A.A.C. R18-2-530.A was not intended to apply to sources subject to
any of these other programs and made the suggested changes. (See Concise Explanatory Statement, p. 48.)

Sometime after 1990, the Agency began to take the position that A.A.C. R18-2-730.A applied to dl emission
units or activities -- not just mgjor stationary sources -- that were not otherwise covered by existing stationary
source slandards.  This change in position is both contrary to the regulatory history and the plain language of
A.A.C. R18-2-730.A.

The Cholla Power Plant consists of four cod-fired steam generating units, associated air pollution control
equipment and auxiliary equipment necessary to generate eectricity. Unit 1 commenced congtruction before
August 17,1971, thedatefor determining whether the New Source Performance Standards ("NSPS") of 40 CFR
Part 60, Subpart D, apply. Accordingly, Unit 1 is an existing source under current A.A.C. R18-2-101.38, and
is subject to the standards of performance for existing fossil-fud fired seam generators found at current A.A.C.
R18-2-703. Units2, 3, and 4 commenced construction after August 17, 1971, and before September 18, 1978,
the dates for determining whether the NSPS of 40 C.F.R. Part 60, Subpart D or Subpart Da, apply.
Accordingly, Units 2, 3, and 4 are new sources under current A.A.C. R18-2-101.70, and are subject to the
general provisons and standards of performance for new fossl-fud fired sseam generators referred to in current
A.A.C.R18-2-901.1, 2, and 3, and current A.A.C. R18-2-903. (Under the pre-1990 air qudity rules, dl four
units were classfied as existing units because the definition of existing source covered dl sources which
commenced replacement, erection, ingtalation or making amgjor dteration prior to May 14, 1979. In addition,
Units 2, 3, and 4 were subject to the federa New Source Performance Standards.)

The 1990 amendments to the regulations did not change the definition of "sationary source’ in any way thet is
sgnificant to these comments. The Cholla Power Plant which, as explained above, conssts of four coa-fired
steam generating units, associated air pollution control equipment and auxiliary equipment necessary to generate
electricity, is classfied in Mgor Group 49 in the Standard Industrid Classification Manud. Therefore, the
pollutant emitting activities relating to associated air pollution control equipment and auxiliary equipment, such as
the flyash slo baghouse, lime daking vent wet scrubber, lime silo baghouse, and cooling towers are subject to the
standards of performing referenced in the preceding paragraph because they are part of the stationary source.

Under the plain language of current A.A.C. R18-2-730.A, this section does not apply to any equipment which
is part of a source that is subject to existing source standards of performance. Therefore, this section does not
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apply to theflyash slo baghouse, lime daking vent wet scrubber, lime silo baghouse, cooling towers, or any other
associated or auxiliary equipment, even though the standards of performance applicable to the source do not
specify aparticulate emission limitation for these minor point sources. (Because the referenced standards do not
specify an opacity standard for these types of associated and auxiliary equipment, the 40% opacity limitation
established in A.A.C. R18-2-702.B appliesto them.)

If it had been the intent of the agency, in adopting A.A.C. R18-2-730, to apply the regulation to an activity
whenever aparticular pollutant is not addressed by applicable standards of performance, the agency easily could
have done so. For example, A.A.C. R18-2-702, which isa pollutant-specific regulation, clearly showsthet the
agency knew how to draft a regulation imposing an emission limit for a pollutant not addressed by applicable
standards of performance. A.A.C. R18-2-730 is not such aregulation.

ADEQ has dready determined that the above anadlysisis correct. 1n 1992, ADEQ issued a draft ingallation
permit to APS for the flyash slo baghouse. The draft permit contained the requirement to comply with A.A.C.
R18-2-730 (A.A.C. R18-2-530 at that time) and to ingtall sampling ports and platforms for performancetests.
APS submitted comments on the draft permit smilar to those contained in these comments. After consideration,
the Agency deleted dl references to the emisson limitation and stack sampling facilities and included only the
generic 40% opacity requirement and the requirement to ingtal the baghouse in compliance with 40 CFR 8
60.11(d). ADEQ must follow that precedent and do the samein this TitleVV permit. Therefore, al referencesto
A.A.C. R18-2-730.A and theemission limitation contained in that section should be deleted from the draft permit
because that section applies only to an existing source which isnot otherwise subject to sandards of performance
under Articles 7, 9 or 11 of ADEQ's regulaions on air qudity.

APS notesthat the pre-1990 version of the unclassified source ruleis contained in the State Implementation Plan
(SIP) -- not the current verson of A.A.C. R18-2-730. If ADEQ does not modify its position on the gpplicability
of thisrule, it will mean that the SIP and the current rules will be inconsstent and that A.A.C. R18-2-730.A is
not federaly enforcesble.

APS beieves that ADEQ's change in position on the applicability of the unclassfied source ruleis aviolation of
the Arizona Adminigtrative Procedure Act.

APS Comment 22: Page7, Column 4, Row 3. Addthewords"or other acceptable means' to theend of this
language. This is done to make permit language consstent with the language contained in the gpplicable
requiremen.

APS Comment 23: Page 7, Column 4, Row 4. Add the words "good modern practices, such as' a the
beginning of thislanguage. This is done to make permit language consistent with the language contained in the
gpplicable requirement.

APS Comment 24: Page 7, Column 4, Row 5. Add the words " or other reasonable means' to the end of this
language. This is done to make permit language consstent with the language contained in the applicable
requiremen.
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APS Comment 25: Page 7, Column 4, Row 6. Add the words "reasonable precautions, such as' to the
beginning of thislanguage. Thisis done to make permit language congstent with the language contained in the
applicable requirement.

APS Comment 26: Page 7, Column 4, Row 7. Add the words "reasonable precautions, such as' to the
beginning of this language. This is done to make permit language consstent with the language contained in the
applicable requirement.

APS Comment 27: Page 7, Column 4, Row 8. Add the words "reasonable precautions, such as' to the
beginning of thislanguage. Thisis done to make permit language consstent with the language contained in the
applicable requirement.

APS Comment 28: Page 8, Column4, Row 1. Replacethe permit language with thefallowing: "minimizefall,
and in such manner, or spray bars or wetting agents, asto prevent excessve amounts of particulate metter." This
is done to make permit language congstent with the language contained in the gpplicable requirement.

APS Comment 29: Page 8, Column 4, Row 2. Add the words "reasonable precautions, such as' to the
beginning of thislanguage. Thisis done to make permit language consstent with the language contained in the
applicable requirement.

APS Comment 30: Page 8, Column 4, Row 3. Add the words "good modern practices, such as' to the
beginning of this language. This is done to make permit language consstent with the language contained in the
applicable requirement.

APSComment 31: Page8. It gppearsthat theapplicablerequirement for solvent degreasingwasomitted from
the summary table. Therefore, solvent degreasing should be inserted after row 4 in the summary table.

APS Comment 32: Page 8, Column 3, Row 6. Insart the words "excluding operation of cold equipment for

thefirgt ten minutes' at theend of thislanguage. Thisisdoneto make permit language cons stent with thelanguage
contained in the applicable requirement.

Attachment " A"

APS Comment 33: Page 10, Section VII.A. Compliance certification deadline and certification time frames
should be consigtent with reporting requirements contained within existing applicable requirements as much as
possible to prevent duplication of report generation and submittals. For example, the certification timeframesas
currently written do not alow a source to use quarterly reports required by NSPS and Acid Rain regulationsfor
submittal of the compliance certification. However, if the certification time frame was for the same time period
astheNSPS and Acid Rain requirements, i.e., quarterly, January-March, April-June, July-September, October-
December, then the NSPS reports could merely be attached to the compliance certification. To accomplishthis
without reducing the alowed reporting time frame for NSPS and Acid Rain reports of 30 daysfollowing theend
of each quarter, a source should be alowed additiond time beyond the 30 day period for the compliance
catification deadlines. APSrequestsa 15 day period beyond the quarterly reporting deadline be provided in the
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permit to alow the Plant to receive EPA's feedback on the quarterly Acid Rain reports (EDRs) and to fully
andyze the Plant's compliance status before submitting acompliance certification. Therefore, APS requeststhat
the draft permit language be replaced with the following:

"Permittee shal submit a compliance certification to the Director twice each year, which describes the
compliance status of the source with respect to each permit condition. The first certification shdl be
submitted no later than May 15th, and shal report the compliance status of the source during the period
between October 1<t of the previous year and March 31t of the current year. The second certification
shdl be submitted no later than November 15th, and shal report the compliance status of the source
during the period between April 1st and September 30th of the current year."

APS Comment 34: Page 13, Section X1.B.1, Line 1. Replace the phrase "For a situation lasting more than
24 hours which conditutes aviolation™ with: "For deviaions lasting more than 24 hours™” This change darifies
that whether adeviation isaviolaion is not relevant to determining the number of deviations that have occurred.
All that isrelevant istha a deviation last more than 24 hours in order for there to be multiple deviations.

APS Comment 35: Page 13, Section X1.B.2. In the last sentence of this condition, replace the words
"deviation occurred” with: "permittee becomes aware of the deviaion." This change is necessary because it
would be impossible to know immediately of the occurrence of dl deviations due to the complexity and volume
of conditions contained in the permit. It is unreasonable to require a permittee to do something that is practically

impossible.

APS Comment 36: Page 14, Section XI1.D addresses the submittal of compliance schedules. APS hastwo
concerns with this condition. First, based on conversations with agency personnel, we understand that the intent
isthat apermit deviation be continuousfor 72 hoursin order to trigger acompliance schedule requirement. This
intent needs to be clarified. Second, APSis concerned that this paragraph attemptsto impose aone-size-fits-dl
compliance schedule requirement on al sources subject to TitleV permitting. In more complex sources, such as
the Cholla Power Plant, it may be impossible to determine what the cause of a deviation is, exactly how the
deviation can be corrected, let a one determinetime frames and schedul esfor theimplementation of the corrective
action, al withinthe 21 day time period required in thispermit condition. APSbelievesthat amuch better solution
would be to require a source to contact the director within 7 days of the occurrence of the deviation to discuss
and agree upon thetime frame for the submittal of acompliance schedule. Thisdlowsthe agency and the source
to discuss the particulars of the deviation and determine in a more flexible way of how the deviation should be
addressed. This approach till provides amechanism for involving ADEQ early in determining how to address
a continuous deviation, which should satisfy the agency's enforcement needs.

APS Comment 37: Page 15, Section XV addressesfacility changeswithout permit revison. APS hasthree
man commentsfor thissection. First, APS suggeststhat ADEQ insert the regulatory language from R18-2-317
addressing thetrading or netting of emissonsincreases and decreaseswithin apermitted facility. APSrecognizes
that such trading may occur only where the state implementation plan (SIP) dlows. However, APS believesthat
the regulatory language should be retained in the permit so that at such time asthe SIP is amended to encourage
trading or netting, the permit will not need to beamended. Thisisconsstent with theinclusion of other provisons
of A.A.C. R18-2-317 in the draft permit which address emissions trading, see section XVI1.C.4, 5and 6.
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Second, section XVI1.A.1 refers to modifications under Title 1 of the Act or A.R.S. § 49-401.01(18). This
language comes directly from the state regulation; however, the state regulation has an erroneous citation to the
definition of modification. The correct citation to the definition of modification isA.R.S. § 49-401.01(19).

Third, as section XV1 currently reads, a source would be required to notify ADEQ every time an identical piece
of equipment replaces an older piece of equipment. Thiswould mean that even changing bolts or nutson aflange
would be subject to the naotification requirements. APS understandsthat thisisnot ADEQ'sintent. APSfurther
understands that the Agency's intent isto be notified of changes which may affect emissons, i.e, ether increase
emissonsor decreaseemissons. Theterm "change' isnot defined inthe state regulations. APS proposesadding
aclause in section XVI1.C which makes it clear that the agency's intent is that sources notify under 317 when a
change may result in an increase or decrease in emissons. The following phrase should be inserted after "For
each such change under subsections A and B of this Section,”: "which may result in an increase or decrease in
emissons”. This change would clarify that changes a the plant which are emissons neutrd would not need to
be natified. We believe the language we have proposed clearly represents the agency's intent for this notification
requiremen.

APS Comment 38: Page 17, Section XXI.C. Insert thewords"sulfur dioxide" in the first sentence between
the words "of" and "dlowances."

Attachment " B"

APS Comment 39: Page19, Section|.B.1. Noreferenceto the origin of and authority islisted for this permit
term asrequired by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a APS believes that since this term is contained in PSD Permit
Number M 170843S1-98, that thisPSD permit number should be added asthereference. Also, sncecompliance
cod is required to meet the sulfur dioxide emisson limitation contained in A.A.C. R18-2-903 of 0.8 Ib/mmBtu,
the lagt "0" should be ddeted from the emisson limit of 0.80. This change will make the permit definition
conggtent with the regulations and conditions contained in prior permitsand will avoid aleve of precisonthat is
not caled for in any relevant gpplicable requirement.

APS Comment 40: Page19, Section|.B.3. Noreferenceto the origin of and authority islisted for this permit
term asrequired by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. APS bdievesthat sincethisterm iscontained in 40 CFR 60.2,
that this rule should be added as the reference. Also, in previous conversations with members of your staff, they
have said that the purpose of thisdefinitionisto clarify when aNew Source Performance Standard (NSPS) Unit
begins a startup for purposes of opacity reporting. APS suggests a few minor technical changes to the draft
language to ensure that dl opacity that resultsfrom astartupisproperly reported. Therefore, replace the second
sentence of this definition with: " Startup, for opacity purposes, begins when any forced draft, induced draft, or
booster induced draft fan of the unit is turned on for any purpose.”

APS Comment 41: Page19, Section|.B.4. No referenceto theorigin of and authority islisted for thispermit
term asrequired by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. APS believesthat sincethisterm is contained in 40 CFR 60.2,
that it should be added as the reference. Also, in previous conversations with members of your aff, they have
said that the purpose of thisdefinitionisto clarify when aNew Source Performance Standard (NSPS) Unit begins
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ashutdown for purposes of opacity reporting. APS suggestsafew minor technical changesto thedraft |language
to ensure that dl opacity that results from a shutdown is properly reported. Therefore, replace the second and
third sentences of this definition with: *Shutdown, for opacity purposes, begins when the unit beginsto drop load
to go of line. Shutdown, for opacity purposes, ends when dl fans of the unit are turned off."

APS Comment 42: Page19, Section|.B.5. No referenceto the origin of and authority islisted for thispermit
term asrequired by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. APS bdievesthat sincethisterm iscontained in 40 CFR 60.2,
that it should be added as the reference.

APSComment 43: Page 20, Section|.G. Thereferencetotheorigin of and authority for thispermit termlisted
in the draft permit is A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2. The language contained in this rule stipulates what eements a
permit should include. Specificaly, A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2 requires that a permit include enforceable emission
limitations and standards, including those operationd requirements and limitations that ensure compliance. APS
does not fed that arequirement to "have on staff a person that is certified in EPA Reference Method 9" iseither
an enforceable emission limitation, astandard, an operationa requirement, or alimitation that ensures compliance.
Further, it istrue that the performance of a Reference Method 9 on a periodic basisis required in other permit
conditions to ensure compliance with emisson limitations. This does not judtify the requirement to have on staff
aperson certified in this method to ensure these other conditions are performed. The plant must perform these
other permit conditions, as required in the permit, by a certified person. Therefore, it isthe responghility of the
plant to have acertified person avail able, when needed, to perform the monitoring required in the permit. Whether
that person isan employeelocated at the plant or within the company, acontractor, or from other resources does
not matter. Therefore, this condition should be deleted from the permit.

APS Comment 44: Page 20, Section I.H. Ascurrently written, this condition would require the submittal of
summary reports for the sx months ending on the day the compliance certification is submitted. This condition
isvirtudly impossble to satisfy. It should be modified consstent with the comments made in point 31, above.

APSComment 45: Page 20, Section|l.A.2. Thecondition that requiresresultsto be rounded to two decimal
places contained in A.A.C. R18-2-703.D is an integrd part of the emisson equation and should be included in
the permit. Therefore, insert the following language immediately following the equation, "The actud particulate
matter values shdl be caculated from the equation and rounded off to two decima places™ Also, thereference
for this requirement isincomplete, A.A.C. R18-2-703.C and 703.D should be added.

APS Comment 46: Page 21, Section 11.A.4. Thereference to the origin of and authority for this permit term
liged in the draft permitisA.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2. Thelanguage contained in thisrule provison stipulates what
eements apermit shal include. It does not provide authority for ADEQ to include additiona permit conditions
not specificaly required by rules. The exiding permit conditions, pertaining to emisson limits while combusting
different fuels, restrict what types of fud Chollamay combust. Therefore, the incluson of a condition, which
specifiesa™Fud Limitation™ isredundant, not authorized and therefore is not required. Unless ADEQ determines
areference that clearly requires this permit condition, this condition should be deleted from the permit.

APS Comment 47: Page 21, Section 11.B.1. The reference to the origin of and authority for thispermit term
ligedisA.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2. Thelanguage contained in thisrule provision stipulates what € ements a permit
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shdl include. It does not provide authority for ADEQ to include permit conditions. Ingtdlation Permit No. 1247
requiresthat APSingdl, continuoudy operate and maintain alimedurry scrubbing systemto control theemissions
of sulfur dioxide. Therefore, the reference to A.A.C. R18-2-316.A.2 should be replaced with the following:
"Ingalation Permit No. 1247".

APSComment 48: Page?21, Sectionll.B.2. Thereferenceto theorigin of and authority for these permit terms
liged in this section of the draft permit isA.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2. The language contained in thisrule provision
dipulates what elements a permit shdl include. It does not provide authority for ADEQ to include additiond

permit conditions not specificaly required by rules. Therefore, the inclusion of a condition that stipulates "Air

Pollution Control Requirements' is not authorized. Therefore, unless ADEQ determines areference that clearly
requires these permit conditions, these conditions should be deleted from the permit.

APS Comment 49: Page 21, Section I1.C.1.a. APS bdlieves that an integral part of the requirements to
operate the continuous emisson monitors has been left out of the draft language. Specificdly, A.A.C. R18-2-
313.A.2 requires sourcesto operate their CEM swhen the Unit isin operation. The CEM s need not be operated
during periods of time that the Unit isnot operating. Therefore, insert the following language to the end of the
sentence, "except when the unit isnot in operation.” Accordingly, the referenceto thislanguage, A.A.C. R18-2-
313.A.2, should be added.

APSComment 50: Page?21, Section|l.C.1.b. Todarify therequirementsof thispermit condition, adefinition
of "boiler operating day" isneeded. Insert thefollowinglanguageimmediately following thewordsboiler operating
day, ", as defined in 40 CFR 60.42a."

APS Comment 51: Page 22, Section I1.C.1.c. The reference to A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b is incorrect.
A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b pertains to the requirement of periodic monitoring where an applicable requirement
does not contain sufficient monitoring to ensure compliance. Section 11.C.c specifies ingtdlation and operationa
requirementsfor the sulfur dioxide and oxygen CEMs, whichisrequired by A.A.C. R18-2-313 and istherefore,
not periodic monitoring. APS believes the correct reference for this section isA.A.C. R18-2-313.

APS Comment 52: Page 22, Section I1.C.1.d. The reference to A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b is incorrect.
A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b pertains to the requirement of periodic monitoring where an applicable requirement
does not contain sufficient monitoring to ensure compliance. Section 11.C.c specifiesingtalation and operationa
requirements for the opacity CEMs, which is required by A.A.C. R18-2-313 and is therefore not periodic
monitoring. APS believesthe correct reference for this sectionis A.A.C. R18-2-313.

APSComment 53: Page23, Sectionll.C.1.d(2)(b).ii. Thereferenceto A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.bisincorrect.
A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b pertains to the requirement of periodic monitoring where an applicable requirement
does not contain sufficient monitoring to ensure compliance. The correct reference for this permit condition is
A.A.C. R18-2-313.D.6.

APS Comment 54: Page 23, Section I1.C.1.d(2)(b).iii, iv, and I1.C.d(2)(c). These permit conditions are
aready required by Section 11.C.d.(1) on page 22 of thedraft permit. Therefore, these conditionsare duplicative
and should be deleted from the permit.
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APSComment 55: Page?23, Section|1.C.1.d(2)(e). Thereferenceto A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.bisincorrect.
A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b pertains to the requirement of periodic monitoring where an applicable requirement
does not contain sufficient monitoring to ensure compliance. The data reduction requirements for Unit 1 are
containedin A.A.C. R18-2-313.E and are therefore not periodic monitoring. APS believesthe correct reference
for thissection is A.A.C. R18-2-313.E. In addition, thetitle to this section "Data Reduction and Missng Datd'
isincorrect. There are no existing source missing data requirements for opacity. Therefore, the title should be
changed to say, "Data Reduction Procedures.”

APS Comment 56: Page 24, Section 11.C.1.e(1)(d). Insert the word "the' immediately following the word
“include”” Thisisbeing done for grammatica correctness.

APSComment 57: Page?24, Section1l.C.1.e(1)(d). Thereferenceto A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.5.aisincorrect.
A.A.C.R18-2-306.A.5.apertainsto submittal of reportsof any required monitoring every sx months. Thereport
dipulated by this section, 30 day sulfur dioxide remova efficiency, is an gpplicable requirement required by
Ingalation Permit No. 1247. Therefore, thecorrect referenceshould be A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.5, which requires
apermit to contain al gpplicable reporting requirements.

APS Comment 58: Page?24, Sectionll.C.1.e.(4). Attachment"A," section XI11.B of thisdraft permit requires
that the "Permittee shdl retain records of dl required monitoring data and support information for a period of at
least 5 yearsfrom the date of the monitoring sample, measurement, report, or application.” This permit condition
would only require retention of records for two years. APS believes that the permit condition contained in
Attachment "A" is sufficient to ensure that the record keeping required by A.A.C. R18-2-313.E.6 is complied
with. Becausethispermit condition isredundant and erroneous, it should be deleted from the permit. A reference
to A.A.C. R18-2-313.E.6 should be added to Section XI11.B of Attachment "A."

APSComment 59: Page24, Section1l.C.1.e(5). Noreferenceto the origin of and authority for thiscondition
islisted in the permit as required by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a Thisterm is a requirement of the Acid Rain
Program for which the gpplicable requirements are contained in aseparate attachment to this permit, (Attachment
"F"). Therefore, this permit condition should be deleted from Attachment "B."

APSComment 60: Page?24, Section|1.C.2. Thissection pertainsto Periodic Monitoring required by A.A.C.
R18-2-306.A.3.b. Therefore, for technica correctness and clarity, change the title of this section to read:
"Periodic Monitoring for Particulate Matter."

APS Comment 61: Page 24, Section 11.C.2.a. This section pertains to periodic monitoring of particulate
matter using an opacity CEMs ingtaled and operated for opacity in accordance with A.A.C. R18-2-313. The
particulate matter emission limit is contained in A.A.C. R18-2-703.C.2. Thisemisson limit gpplies, in part, to
"Ingdlations in which fud is burned for the primary purpose of producing power,” A.A.C. R18-2-703.A.1.
Further, the heat input required for determination of the operationd rate & which tests are to be performed and
caculaion of emissons limits must be determined by certain ASTM methods, which require samples of the fuel
(cod) being burned. If fue isnot being burned, then the emission limit can not be caculated. Because of this, the
particulate matter emissonslimit does not gpply during timesthat fudl isnot being burned. Also, A.A.C. R18-2-
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312 contains language that: (1) Statesthat "Operations during periods of Start-up, Shutdown, and mafunction
shdl not condtitute representative conditions of performancetests’, (2.) Allows for eventswhich sampleislost
or conditions occur in which one of the three runsis required to be discontinued because of forced shutdown,
compliance may be determined from the average of two runs. Thislanguage indicates that ADEQ intended that
the particul ate matter emission limit gpply during periods of timethat the unit operates for three continuous hours,
with the absence of gart-ups, shutdowns, and mafunctions. To darify thisin the permit, APS suggests thet the
fallowing language be added to the end of thefirst sentence of thissection, " during periodswhen the unit combusts
fud for the entire three hour period." Also, to clarify when a compliance schedule must be submitted, APS
suggeststhat theword "consecutive’ be inserted in the last sentence immediately following the number “72." This
appears on page 25 of the draft permit.

APS Comment 62: Page 25, Section 11.C.3. Attachment "A," section X11.B of this draft permit requires that
the "Permittee shdl retain records of dl required monitoring data and support information for aperiod of at least
5 yearsfrom the date of the monitoring sample, measurement, report, or gpplication. As stated in comment No.
56, APS bdlieves that the permit condition contained in Attachment "A" is sufficient to ensure that the record
keeping, required by A.A.C. R18-2-313.E.6, which requiresrecordsof al information reported in the quarterly
summaries, and dl other data collected as necessary to convert monitoring data to the units of the gpplicable
standard, is complied with. Cod analyses reports for Unit 1 are required to convert the outlet CEMs sulfur
dioxide vauesinto the applicable sandard of 80 percent removd efficiency. If this permit condition remainsin
the permit, it will increase the permittee's reporting obligations in the semi annua compliance reports, while
providing no greater assurance of compliance. Therefore, thispermit conditionisredundant and should be del eted
fromthepermit. Also, thereferenceto A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.bisincorrect. A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b pertains
to the requirement of periodic monitoring, where an gpplicable requirement does not contain sufficient monitoring
to ensure compliance.

APSComment 63: Page25, Sectionll.D.1,11.D.2,andl1.D.3.a. Thereferenceto A.A.C.R18-2-306.A.3.a
isincorrect. While A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.a specifiesthat al emissions monitoring and analys's procedures or

test methods required under the applicable requirements be included in a permit, it does not specificaly require
any monitoring or testing to be performed. APS believes that A.A.C. R18-2-312.A provides the authority for

thedirector to require such testing. Therefore, the correct reference for these conditionsshould be A.A.C. R18-

2-312.A.

APS Comment 64: Page 26, Section 111.A.4.a. The reference required by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.ais
incomplete. The reference should include both 40 CFR 60.44(a) and 60.44(a)(3).

APS Comment 65: Page 27, Section I11.A.5. Thereferencetotheorigin of and authority for thispermit term
liged in the draft permitisA.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2. Thelanguage contained in thisrule stipulates what e ements
a permit shdl include. It does not provide authority for ADEQ to include additiond permit conditions not
specificaly required by rules. The exising permit conditions pertaining to emisson limits while combusting
different fuels restricts what types of fud Chollamay combugt. Therefore, the incluson of a condition, which
specifiesa™Fud Limitation™ isredundant, not authorized and therefore is not required. Unless ADEQ determines
areferencethat clearly requiresthispermit condition, APS suggeststhat this condition be deleted from the permit.
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APS Comment 66: Page 27, Section 111.B.1.aand I11.B.1.b. Thereferenceto the origin of and authority for
these permit conditionslisted in the draft permit include A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2. Thelanguage contained in this
rule stipulates what elements apermit shall include. It does not provide authority for ADEQ to include additional
permit conditions not specificaly required by rules. Therefore, delete the referenceto A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2
from the permit. The remaining references correctly reference the origin of and authority for these conditions.

APS Comment 67: Page 27, Section I11.B.2.a, 111.B.2.b, and Page 28, Section I11.B.2.c. The reference to
the origin of and authority for these permit conditions listed in the draft permit isA.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2. The
language contained in this rule stipulates what eements a permit shal include. It does not provide authority for
ADEQ toincludeadditiond permit conditionsnot specificaly required by rules. Therefore, APSbelieves“A.A.C
R18-2-306.A.2" isincorrect and that the correct reference for these requirementsis“40 CFR 60.11(d).”

APSComment 68: Page28, Sectionlll.B.2.d(3). Replacetheword* compliance” with theword " capability.”
This change is requested to ensure that the permit condition has the same meaning as the referenced applicable
requiremen.

APS Comment 69: Page 29, Section I11.C.1.c(3). This section specifies the requirements for the proper
operation of the sulfur dioxide and oxygen CEMsfor Unit 2, including whenthe CEMsmust bein sarvice. A very
important agpect of the monitoring requirements has been omitted from this section. 40 CFR 60.47&(f) includes
requirements that the source obtain a minimum amount of data during source operation. This provison should
be included asamonitoring requirement. Therefore, add thefollowing languageto theend of section 111.C.1.¢(3),
"Permittee shdl obtain emisson data for at least 18 hoursin at least 22 out of 30 successve boiler operating
days." Also, the reference to 40 CFR 60.47a(f) should be added.

APS Comment 70: Page 29, Section 111.C.1.d(2), I11.C.1.d(2). No reference to the origin of and authority
is listed for this permit term as required by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. APS believes that since this term is
required by 40 CFR 60.13 that this citation should be added as the reference.

APS Comment 71: Page 29, Section I11.C.1.d(3). No reference to the origin of and authority islisted for this
permit term as required by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. APSbdievesthat Sncethistermisrequired to beinthe
permit by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.a, this reference should be added.

APS Comment 72: Page 29, Section I11.C.1.d(4). No reference to the origin of and authority islisted for this
permit term as required by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. APS bdievesthat Sncethistermisrequired to bein the
permit by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.4, this reference should be added.

APSComment 73: Page29, Section|ll.C.1.e. Because of theintroductory clausein thefirst sentenceof this
permit condition, the relaionship between this condition and the condition in section 111.C.3.¢(3) is confusing.

Therefore, the first sentence of this section should be deleted, based on comment No. 67. The second sentence
should be re-written to reflect the changes based on comment No. __ asfollows, "If the Permittee cannot obtain

CEMsdatafor at least 18 hoursin at least 22 out of 30 successive boiler operating days asrequired in condition

111.C.3.c(3), Permittee shdl supplement SO, emission data with other monitoring systems approved by the
Director or the following reference methods and procedures:”.
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APS Comment 74: Page 29, Section 111.C.1.e(4). Insert the following language at the end of the sentence,
"may be used.” This change is requested to ensure that the permit condition has the same meaning as the
referenced applicable requirement.

APSComment 75: Page 30, Sectionlll.C.1.f(1). Noreferencetotheorigin of and authority for thiscondition
islisted for this permit term as required by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. APS bdlievesthat since this requirement
is contained in 40 CFR 60.13 that this reference should be added.

APS Comment 76: Page 30, Section I11.C.1.f(2)(a). Thereferenceto 40 CFR 60 Appendix B, PS15.2 as
the origin of and authority for this permit term asrequired by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.aisincorrect. Section 5.2
of PS1 specifies the Performance Specifications for opacity monitors. This section of PS1 does not specify
cdibration spanvauesor frequencies. Therefore, thisreference should be ddeted from the permit. Theremaining
reference of 40 CFR 60.13(d)(1) is correct.

APS Comment 77: Page 31, Section I11.C.1.f(2)(e). Thetitleto this section "Data Reduction and Missing
Data’ isincorrect. This section references 40 CFR 60.13(h), which pertains to data reduction requirements for
recorded opacity data. It does not pertain to opacity data that is not recorded, (Missing Data). Therefore, the
title should be changed to say, "Data Reduction Procedures.”

APSComment 78: Page31l, Sectionlll.C.1.9(2). Noreferenceto theorigin of and authority for thiscondition
islisted for thispermit term asrequired by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. APSbelievesthat thistermisarequirement
of the Acid Rain Program for which the gpplicable requirements are contained in a separate atachment to this
permit, (Attachment "F"). Therefore, this permit condition should be deleted from Attachment "B."

APS Comment 79: Page 32, Section 111.C.1.g(c).ii. Thefollowing phrase from 40 CFR 60.47&(g) hasbeen
omitted from this paragraph, "except for data obtained during startup, shutdown, or emergency conditions.”
Without this phrase, 30 successive boiler operating day averages where a startup, shutdown, or emergency
condition existed would be caculated including these hourly averages which would result in inaccurate data.
Therefore, this phrase should be added to the existing permit language. The phrase should be inserted on the
fourth line, ingde the exidting parenthesis, immediatdy following the word "days."

APSComment 80: Page35, Sectionlll.C.2. Thissection pertainsto Periodic Monitoringrequired by A.A.C.
R18-2-306.A.3.b. Therefore, for technica correctness and clarity, change the title of this section to reed:
"Periodic Monitoring for Particulate Matter."

APS Comment 81: Page 35, Section I11.C.2.a. This section pertains to periodic monitoring of particulate
matter usng an opacity CEMs, ingtalled and operated in accordance with 40 CFR 60.13. The particulate matter
emisson limit is contained in 40 CFR 60.42(8)(1). This emisson limit applies to "fossl-fue-fired steam
generators,” 40 CFR 60.40(a). The emission limit rate is 0.10 Ib/mmBtu derived from fossl fud," 40 CFR
60.42(a). Therefore, the particul ate matter emission limit does not gpply during timesthat foss| fuel isnot burned.
To daify thisin the permit, APS suggests that the following language be added to the end of the first sentence
of this section: "during periods that the unit combustsfud for the entirethree hour period.”. Also, to clarify when
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a compliance schedule must be submitted, APS suggests that the word "consecutive” be inserted in the last
sentence immediately following the number "72".

APS Comment 82: Page 35, Section I11.D.1 and I111.D.2. The reference to A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.ais
incorrect. While A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.aspecifiesthat al emissons monitoring and analysis procedures or test
methods required under the gpplicable requirements be included in a permit, it does not specificdly require any
monitoring or testing to be performed. APS bedlievesthat 40 CFR 60.8(a) provides the authority for the director
torequiresuchtesting. Therefore, thereferenceto"A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.a" should bereplaced with"40 CFR
60.8(a)."

APS Comment 83: Page 37, Section IV.A.1. This proposed permit condition establishes an emisson limit
for sulfur dioxidefor the combined operation of Unit 2 and Unit 3 of 0.8 pounds per million Btu derived from cod.
However, the phrase "derived from cod" doesnot existin A.A.C. R18-2-903.3 nor doesit exist in PSD Permit
No. M170843S1-98. The addition of thislanguage would restrict the gpplicability of thislimit to when both units
arefiring cod only. Thismeansthat NO emission limit would gpply during periodswhen ail isfired in one or both
of the units. Therefore, the phrase "derived from cod" should be deeted from the permit.

APS Comment 84: Page 37, SectionV.A.3. Insart theword "the" in the second line between thewords "to"
and "dlos™ This change is suggested for grammatica correctness. Delete the phrase "to adequately meset the
sulfur dioxide emisson limit specified in the preceding paragraph A.1 of this subsection.” The contents of this
phrase are dready addressed by the statement "compliance coa, as defined in paragraph 1.B.1 of this
attachment,”. Letting this phrase remain in the permit would cause confusion.

APS Comment 85: Page 39, Section V.A.5. Thereferenceto theorigin of and authority for this permit term
lisged in the draft permit isA.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2. Thelanguage contained in thisrule provision stipulates what
elements a permit shdl include. It does not provide authority for ADEQ to include additiona permit conditions
not specificdly required by rules. The existing permit conditions pertaining to emission limits while combusting
different fuds, restrict what types of fud Chollabe permitted to combust. Therefore, theinclusion of acondition,
which specifiesa"Fud Limitation,” is redundant, not authorized and thereforeisnot, required. Therefore, unless
ADEQ determines a reference that clearly requires this permit condition, this condition should be deleted from
the permit.

APS Comment 86: Page 39, Section V.B.1. The reference to the origin of and authority for this permit
condition listed in the draft permit includes A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2. Thelanguage contained inthisrule provison
dipulates what lements a permit shdl include. It does not provide authority for ADEQ to include additiond
permit conditions, not specificaly required by rules. Therefore, delete the referenceto A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2
from the permit. The remaining reference of 40 CFR 60.11(d) is adequate.

APS Comment 87: Page 40, Section V.B.2.a, V.B.2.b, and V.B.2.c. The reference to the origin of and
authority for these permit conditionslisted in the draft permitisA.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2. Thelanguage contained
in this rule provison gtipulates what elements a permit shall include. It does not provide authority for ADEQ to
include additional permit conditions, not specificaly required by rules. Therefore, APSbelievesA.A.C. R18-2-
306.A.2 isincorrect and the correct reference for these requirements is 40 CFR 60.11(d).
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APS Comment 88: Page 40, Section V.C.1.b. This subsection would specify that Chollamust continuoudy
monitor for NOx utilizing a CEMSs. In accordance with 40 CFR 60.45(3), Cholla does not have a requirement
to ingtdl, operate, and maintain a continuous emissons monitoring system for NOx on Unit 3. However, in
accordancewith A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b, Chollamust periodicaly monitor NOx emissionsfrom Unit 3. Cholla
has chosen to use the existing NOx CEMsingtaled for compliance with 40 CFR 75 to periodically monitor NOx
emissons for compliance with the NOx emission limitation contained in section V.A.4 of this attachment.
Therefore, for technical correctness and permit clarity, APS suggests that this subsection V.C.1.b be moved to
anew subsection V.C.3 and the title be changed to read, "Periodic Monitoring for NOx."

APSComment 89: Page4l, SectionV.C.1.d(1) and V.C.1.d(2). Noreferenceto the origin of and authority
for this condition is listed for this permit term as required by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. APSbelievesthat since
this term is contained in 40 CFR 60.13 that this reference should be added. Also, the references to NOx in
section V.C.1.d should be deleted from this subsection because the NOx will be covered in the new NOx
periodic monitoring section.

APSComment 90: Page41l, SectionV.C.1.d(3). Noreferenceto theorigin of and authority for thiscondition
islisted for this permit term asrequired by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a APS believesthat thisterm isrequired to
be in the permit by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.aand therefore, this reference should be added.

APSComment 91: Page41l, SectionV.C.1.d(4). Noreferenceto theorigin of and authority for thiscondition
is listed for this permit term as required by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. APS believes that since this term is
required to be in the permit by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.a. then this reference should be added.

APS Comment 92: Page 41, Section V.C.1.e(4). Insart the following language at the end of the sentence:
"may be used.” This change is requested to ensure that the permit condition has the same meaning as the
referenced gpplicable requirement.

APSComment 93: Page42, SectionV.C.1.f(1). Noreferencetotheorigin of and authority for thiscondition
is listed for this permit term as required by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. APS believes that since this term is
contained in 40 CFR 60.13 it should be added as the reference.

APS Comment 94: Page 42, SectionV.C.1.f(2)(a). Thereferenceto 40 CFR 60 Appendix B, PS1, 5.2 as
the origin of and authority for this permit term asrequired by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.aisincorrect. Section 5.2
of PS1 specifies the "Performance Specifications for opacity monitors.” This section of PS1 does not specify
cdibration span vauesor frequencies. Therefore, thisreference should be deleted from the permit. Theremaining
reference of 40 CFR 60.13(d)(1) is correct.

APS Comment 95: Page 43, Section V.C.1.f(2)(e). Thetitle to this section "Data Reduction and Missing
Data' isincorrect. This section references 40 CFR 60.13(h), which pertains to data reduction requirements for
recorded opacity data. It does not pertain to opacity data that is not recorded, (Missing Data). Therefore, the
title should be changed to say, "Data Reduction Procedures.

Responsiveness Summary to Comments on Draft Permit No. 1000108 (November 30, 1999) Page 29 of 42



APSComment 96: Page43, SectionV.C.1.9(2). Noreferenceto theorigin of and authority for thiscondition
islisted for thispermit term asrequired by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. APSbelievesthat thistermisarequirement
of the Acid Rain Program, for which the gpplicable requirements are contained in a separate attachment to this
permit, (Attachment "F"). Therefore, this permit condition should be deleted from Attachment "B."

APS Comment 97: Page 44, Section V.C.1.g(4)(c).ii. Unit 3 is subject to the sulfur dioxide emission
limitations of 1.2 pounds per million Btu for solid fossl fud and 0.8 pounds per million Btu for liquid fossl in
A.A.C.R18-2-903.3.c. Itisnot subject to 40 CFR 60 Subpart Daemission limitations. Therefore, thedefinition
for sulfur dioxide periods of excess emissions, should be replaced with thefollowing, "SO, excessemissons are
defined as any three-hour period, during which the average SO, emissons from the Steam Boiler Unit 3 stack
(arithmetic average of three continuous one-hour periods) asmeasured by acontinuousmonitoring system, exceed
1.2 pounds per million Btu for solid fossil fud or 0.8 pounds per million Btu for liquid foss| fud.”

APS Comment 98: Page 44, Section V.C.1.g(6). The reference of origin and authority for this permit
condition is PSD Permit No. M170843S1-98, Attachment "B," Condition XV .B.6 which requires "Reportsfor
the Unit 2 portion of Unit 2/3 which comply with the sulfur dioxide reporting requirements in 40 CFR 60.49a"
This language clearly excludes the Unit 3 portion of Unit 2/3 from these reporting requirements. There is no
languagein Permit No. M 170843S1-98 which imposes subpart Dareporting requirementsfor Unit 3. Therefore,
this section V.C.1.g(6) in its entirety should be deleted from the permit.

APSComment 99: Page46, SectionV.C.2. Thissection pertainsto Periodic Monitoring required by A.A.C.
R18-2-306.A.3.b. Therefore, for technica correctness and clarity, change the title of this section to reed:
"Periodic Monitoring for Particulate Matter."

APS Comment 100Page 46, Section V.C.2.a. This section pertains to periodic monitoring of particulate
matter using an opacity CEMs ingtalled and operated for opacity in accordance with 40 CFR 60.13. The
particulate matter emission limit is contained in 40 CFR 60.42(a)(1). This emisson limit goplies to "fossil-fud-
fired steam generators,"40 CFR 60.40(a). Theemisson limit rateis"0.10 Ib/mmBtu derived from foss| fud”, 40
CFR 60.42(a). Therefore, the particulate matter emisson limit does not gpply during timesthat "fossl fud™ isnot
burned. To darify thisin the permit, the following language should be added to the end of thefirst sentence of this
section, "during periods that the unit combusts fue for the entire three hour period”. Also, to clarify when a
compliance schedule must be submitted, APS suggeststhat theword " consecutive' beinserted in thelast sentence
immediately following the number "72".

APS Comment 101Page 46, Section V.D.1 and Page 47, Section V.D.2, including V.D.2.a, b, and c. The
reference to A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.a is incorrect. While R18-2-306.A.3.a specifies that all emissons
monitoring and analysi's procedures or test methods required under the applicable requirements be included in a
permit, it does not specificaly require any monitoring or testing to be performed. 40 CFR 60.8(a) provides the
authority for the director to require such testing. Therefore, the referenceto "A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.a" should
be replaced by "40 CFR 60.8(a)."

APS Comment 102Page 47, SectionV.D.3. Unit 3issubject to the sulfur dioxide emisson limitations of 1.2
pounds per million Btu for solid fossi| fuel and 0.8 pounds per million Btu for liquid foss| fud contained in A.A.C.
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R18-2-903.3.c. It isnot subject to 40 CFR 60 Subpart Da standards. Therefore, section V.D.3 should be
deleted and the sulfur dioxide provisions should be relocated to section V.D.2 asfollows:

1. Change the heading of section V.D.2 to "Particulate Matter, Sulfur Dioxide, and Nitrogen Oxides'
2. Insert anew paragraph between the paragraphs "d' and "b" asfollows:

b. Sulfur Dioxide

EPA Reference Method 6 shdl be used to determinethe SO, concentration at the stack of Steam Boiler
Unit 3. [A.A.C. R18-2-901]

3. Releter"b"to"c."
4. Reletter"c'to"d."
5. Releter "d"' to"e"

APS Comment 103Page49, Section VI.A.5. Thereferenceto the origin of and authority for this permit term
liged in the draft permitisA.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2. Thelanguage contained in thisrule provison stipulates what
elements a permit shall include. 1t does not provide authority for ADEQ to include additiona permit conditions,
not specificaly required by rules. The exidting permit conditions, pertaining to emisson limits while combusting
different fuels, restricts what types of fue Cholla may combust. Therefore, the incluson of a condition, which
specifiesa"Fud Limitation™ isredundant, not authorized and therefore is not required. Unless ADEQ determines
areference that clearly requires this permit condition, this condition should be deleted from the permit.

APS Comment 104Page 49, Section VI.A.6. Thereferenceto the origin of and authority for this permit term
lisged in the draft permit isA.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2. Thisreferenceisincorrect. The appropriate referencesto
A.R.S. 49-426.G.1 is contained in the two paragraphs of this condition. The reference to A.A.C. R18-2-
306.A.2 istherefore unnecessary, incorrect, and should be deleted.

APS Comment 105Page 49, Section VI.B.1.a The reference to the origin of and authority for this permit
condition listed in the draft permit includes A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2. Thelanguage contained inthisrule provison
dipulates what elements a permit shal include. 1t does not provide authority for ADEQ to include additiona
permit conditions, not specifically required by rules. Therefore, delete the reference to A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2
from the permit. The remaining reference of 40 CFR 60.11(d) is adequate. This permit term is contained in
Ingtalation Permit No. 1247 and therefore this Ingtalation Permit No. should be included in the reference.

APS Comment 106Page 50, Section VI.B.1.b. The reference to the origin of and authority for this permit
condition listed in the draft permit includes A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2. Thelanguage contained inthisruleprovision
dtipulates what elements a permit shdl include. It does not provide authority for ADEQ to include additiond
permit conditions, not specificaly required by rules. Therefore, delete the reference to A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2
from the permit. The remaining reference of 40 CFR 60.11(d) is adequate.

APS Comment 107Page 50, Section VI.B.2.a, V1.B.2.b, and VI.B.2.c. The reference to the origin of and
authority for these permit conditionslisted in the draft permitisA.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2. Thelanguage contained
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in this rule provison stipulates what dements a permit shdl include. It does not provide authority for ADEQ to
include additional permit conditions, not specificaly required by rules. Therefore, APSbdieves"A.A.C R18-2-
306.A.2" isincorrect and that the correct reference for these requirementsis "40 CFR 60.11(d)."

APS Comment 108Page 50, Section VI.C.1.a. To keep the permit format congstent throughout the permit,
atitle to the paragraph should be inserted which says "Opecity." See sectionV.C.la

APS Comment 109Page 50, Section VI.C.1.b. This subsection would require that Chollamust continuoudy
monitor for NOx utilizing a CEMs. However, in accordance with 40 CFR 60.45(3), Cholla does not have a
requirement to ingtal, operate and maintain a continuous emissons monitoring system for NOx on Unit 4. Per
A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b, Chollamust periodicaly monitor NOx emissions from Unit 4. Chollahas chosento
usetheexisting NOx CEMsingdled for compliance with 40 CFR 75 to periodically monitor NOx emissonsfor
the NOx emission limitation contained in section V1.A .4 of this atachment. Therefore, for technical correctness
and permit clarity, this subsection "VI1.C.1.b" should be moved to a new subsection "VI1.C.3" and the title be
changed to read, "Periodic Monitoring for NOx." Accordingly, the existing subsection "V1.C.3" should be re-
numbered to "VI.C.4."

APS Comment 110Page 50, Section VI.C.1.c. Based on comment No. 107, this subsection should be re-
numbered to V.C.1.b. Also, to keep the permit format cong stent throughout the permit, atitle to the paragraph
should be inserted which says "SO, and O,." See sectionV.C.1.a. Also, the word "NOXx" should be deleted
from this subsection.

APSComment 111:Page51, SectionVI.C.1.c(1) and VI.C.1.c(2). Noreferencetotheorigin of and authority
for thiscondition islisted for this permit term asrequired by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. APS believesthat since
thisterm is contained in 40 CFR 60.13 that this reference should be added.

APSComment 112:Page51, Section VI.C.1.¢(3). Noreferenceto theorigin of and authority for thiscondition
is listed for this permit term as required by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. APS believes that since this term is
required to be in the permit by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.3, this reference should be added.

APSComment 113:Page51, SectionVI.C.1.c(4). Noreferenceto theorigin of and authority for thiscondition
is listed for this permit term as required by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. APS believes that since this term is
required to be in the permit by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.3, this reference should be added.

APSComment 114:Page51, SectionVI.C.1.d(1). Noreferenceto theorigin of and authority for thiscondition
is listed for this permit term as required by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. APS believes that since this term is
contained in 40 CFR 60.13, it should be added as the reference.

APS Comment 115Page 51, Section VI.C.1.d(2)(a). The reference to 40 CFR 60 Appendix B, PS1, 5.2
asthe origin of and authority for this permit term asrequired by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.aisincorrect. Section
5.2 of PS1 specifies the Performance Specifications for opacity monitors. This section of PS1 does not specify
cdibration span vauesor frequencies. Therefore, thisreference should be deleted from the permit. Theremaining
reference of 40 CFR 60.13(d)(1) is correct.
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APS Comment 116Page 52, Section VI.C.1.d(2)(e). Thetitleto this section "Data Reduction and Missing
Data’ isincorrect. This section references 40 CFR 60.13(h) which pertains to data reduction requirements for
recorded opacity data. It does not pertain to opacity datathat is not recorded, (Missing Data). Therefore, the
title should be changed to say, "Data Reduction Procedures.”

APSComment 117:Page52, SectionVI.C.1.e(2). Noreferenceto theorigin of and authority for thiscondition
islisted for this permit term asrequired by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. Thistermisarequirement of the Acid Rain
Program, for which the gpplicable requirements are contained in aseparate attachment to this permit, (Attachment
"F"). Therefore, this permit condition should be deleted from Attachment "B".

APS Comment 118Page53, Section V1.C.1.e(4)(a). Thereferenceto origin and authority for this condition
includes 40 CFR 60.49&(i), which isarequirement for Subpart Dasources. ChollaUnit 4 isa Subpart D source
and therefore, this reference should be deleted from the permit.

APSComment 119:Page54, SectionV1.C.2. Thissection pertainsto Periodic Monitoring required by A.A.C.
R18-2-306.A.3.b. Therefore, for technica correctness and clarity, change the title of this section to read:
"Periodic Monitoring for Particulate Matter."

APS Comment 120Page 54, Section VI.C.2.a This section pertains to periodic monitoring of particulate
matter using an opacity CEMs installed and operated for opacity in accordance with 40 CFR 60.13. The
particulate matter emission limit is contained in 40 CFR 60.42(8)(1). Thisemisson limit gpplies to "fossl-fud-
fired seam generators” 40 CFR 60.40(a). Theemission limit rateis™0.10 Ib/mmBtu derived from fossi| fud,” 40
CFR 60.42(a). Therefore, the particulate matter emission limit does not apply during times that fossl fud is not
burned. To clarify thisin the permit, APS suggests that the following language be added to the end of the first
sentence of this section: "during periods that the unit combusts fud for the entire three hour period”. Also, to
darify when a compliance schedule must be submitted, APS suggests that the word " consecutive' be inserted in
the lagt sentence immediately following the number "72".

APSComment 121:Page 54, Section VI.C.3.a(4). Replacetheword "burn" with "batch tested” and theword
"tested" with "lied.” This change is suggested to make the recordkeeping requirements consstent with the
performance testing requirements.

APS Comment 122Page 55, Section VI.D.1 and VI.D.2. The reference to A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.ais
incorrect. While A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.aspecifiesthat al emissons monitoring and analysis procedures or test
methods required under the gpplicable requirements be included in a permit, it does not specificdly require any
monitoring or testing to be performed. APSbdievesthat 40 CFR 60.8(a) providesthe authority for the director
torequiresuchtesting. Therefore, thereferenceto"A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.a" should bereplaced with"40 CFR
60.8(a)."

APS Comment 123Page 56, Section VIII. Thetitle of this section should be changed to "Cod Preparation
Mant". Further, dl referencesin this section to Cod Handling Facility should be changed to Cod Preparation
Mant. Thischangeis suggested for technical correctness.
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APS Comment 124Page 57, Section VII1.B. The reference to the origin of and authority for this permit
condition, listed in this section of the draft permitisA.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. Thelanguage contained inthisrule
provison requiresthat apermit include enforceable emisson limitationsand standards, including those operationa
requirements and limitationsthat ensure compliance. It does not provide authority for ADEQ to include additiona
permit conditions, not specificaly required by rules. Therefore, the inclusion of a condition that stipulates Air
Pollution Control Requirements for the Coa Preparation Plant is not authorized. Unless ADEQ determines a
reference that clearly requires this permit condition, APS suggests that condition be deleted from the permit.

Furthermore, the coa handling requirements for non-point sources are contained in A.A.C. R18-2-605.B, 606,
607.A, 607.B, and for point sources are contained in A.A.C. R18-2-716. These requirements are included in
section X1.A and this section. None of these rules require operation of dust suppression equipment at al times.
Instead, they require reasonable precautions when trangporting materid likely to give rise to arborne dust.
Operating dust suppresson equipment when materid is unlikely to give rise to arborne dust is cogsly,
unreasonable, and not required by regulation.

Inaddition, EPA has determined that for purposes of Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM) spray barsand
other dust suppresson equipment is not considered pollution control equipment. Including this condition in the
permit could lead to such equipment being subject to CAM inthe future. For theforgoing reasons, this condition
should be deleted from the permit.

APS Comment 125Page 57, Section VII1.C. No referenceto the origin of and authority for this condition is
lisged for this permit term as required by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. The correct reference for this condition is
A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b.

APS Comment 126Page 58, Section 1X.B. The reference to the origin of and authority for this permit
condition listed in the draft permit is A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2. The language contained in this rule provison
dipulates what elements a permit shdl include. It does not provide authority for ADEQ to include additiond
permit conditions not specifically required by rules. APSbelievesthat the correct reference of origin and authority
isIngtallation Permit No. 1244. Therefore, replacethe referenceto "A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2" with thereference
to "Ingdlation Permit No. 1244."

APS Comment 127Page 58, Section IX.C. No reference to the origin of and authority for this condition is
listed for this permit term asrequired by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. APS believesthat the correct reference for
this conditionis"A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b."

APS Comment 128Page 58, Section I X.C.2.a. No referenceto the origin of and authority for this condition
is listed for this permit term asrequired by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. . APSbelievesthat the correct reference
of origin and authority is"Ingtalation Permit No. 1244."

APSComment 129:Page58, Section IX.C.2.b. Thereferencetotheorigin of and authority for this condition,
lised in the draft permit, isA.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2. Thelanguage contained inthisrule provision stipulateswhat
elements a permit shdl include. It does not provide authority for ADEQ to include additiona permit conditions,
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not specificaly required by rules. APS believes that the correct reference of origin and authority is Indalation
Permit No. 1244. Therefore, replacethereferenceto"A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2" withthereferenceto " Instal lation
Permit No. 1244."

APS Comment 130Page 59, Section X.B. This condition would require the air pollution control equipment
for the Lime Handling and Slaking Systems to be operated 24 hoursaday 7 daysaweek, regardless of whether
the sourcesare operating. Therefore, APS suggeststhat thefollowing language beinserted immediately following
theword maintain: "when the sourceisoperating.” Also, thereferenceto the origin of and authority for this permit
condition listed in the draft permit is A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2. The language contained in this rule provision
dipulates what elements a permit shdl include. It does not provide authority for ADEQ to include additiond
permit conditions not specifically required by rules. APSbelievesthat the correct reference of origin and authority
isIngtalation Permit No. 1247. Therefore, replacethe referenceto "A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2" with the reference
to "Ingdlation Permit No. 1247."

APSComment 131:Page59, Section X.C. Noreferenceto theorigin of and authority for thisconditionislisted
for this permit term as required by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. APS bdlieves that the correct reference for this
conditionis A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b.

APS Comment 132Page 60, Section X.C.2.a. No reference to the origin of and authority for this condition
islisted for this permit term, pursuant to A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. . APSbelievesthat the correct reference of
origin and authority is"Ingtalation Permit No. 1247."

APS Comment 133Page 60, Section X.C.2.b. The reference to the origin of and authority for this permit
condition listed in the draft permit is A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2. The language contained in this rule provison
dipulates what elements a permit shdl include. It does not provide authority for ADEQ to include additiona
permit conditions, not specificaly required by rules. APS bdieves that the correct reference of origin and
authority is Ingdlation Permit No. 1247. Therefore, replace the referenceto "A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2" with the
reference to "Ingtalation Permit No. 1247."

APS Comment 134Page 60, Section X1.A.1.b.(3). The languagein the permit isdifferent from thelanguage
contained in A.A.C. R18-2-605.A, and it is sufficient to change the meaning of therule. Specificaly, the word
"gpproved” has been added which would require the use of an "approved dust suppressant.” A.A.C. R18-2-
605.A smply requires the use of adust suppressant as one of many options to control particulates. Therefore,
the word "gpproved” should be deleted from this permit condition.

APSComment 135:Page60, Section XI.A.1.b.(4) and XI.A.(5). It appearsthat two different rulesin A.A.C.
R18-2-605.B, "Roadways and Streets' and A.A.C. R18-2-606, "Materid Handling," were combined to form
one permit condition. Whileboth theseruleswerewrittento prevent excessve amounts of particul ate matter from
becoming airborne, it is clear that they were aso written to control two different typesof non-point sources. (1.)
Roadwaysand streetswherematerid handlingisperformed and (2.) Areasother than roadwaysor streetswhere
material handling is performed. A.A.C. R18-2-605.B pertainsto transporting of materia, while A.A.C. R18-2-
606 pertains to trangporting or conveying materid. Enough differences exist in these two rules so they can not
reasonably be combined without changing the meaning or intent of one or both of therules. Further, A.A.C. R18-
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2-606 isdready apermit condition in section X1.A.(5). Therefore, the portion of A.A.C. R18-2-606, which is
in this section of the permit, should be removed from this section and incorporated into section X1.A.(5). The
following language should be used in place of the existing language for These two sections:

A. Replace the language of Section X1.A.(4) with, "Use reasonable precautions, such as wetting, applying
dust suppressants, or covering the load when trangporting materid likely to give rise to airborne dust.”

B. Replace the language of Section X1.A.(5) with, "Use reasonable precautions, such as the use of spray
bars, wetting agents, dust suppressants, covering the load, and hoods when crushing, handling,
trangporting or conveying materia likely to give rise to arborne dugt.”

The above language is taken from ADEQ's regulations. 1t should be used word for word in order to avoid
confusion.

APS Comment 136:Page 60, Section XI.A.1.b.(6). Thecontentsof this section are different than the rule that
isreferenced. To ensure that the meaning of the rule, for which this condition is based on does not change, the
falowing language, which is taken from the rule, should replace the exiging language: "Take reasonable
precautions such as chemica stabilization, wetting, or covering to prevent excessive amounts of particulate matter
from becoming airborne, when organic or inorganic materid is being stacked, piled, or otherwise stored.”

APS Comment 137Page 61, Section XI.A.(7). The contents of this section are different than therulethat is
referenced. Specificdly, the use of theword "and" in place of "or" in the phrase "a dl timeswithaminimum fal
of material and with the use of spray bars"” would mean that a person would have to use both methods
amultaneoudy to prevent excessive amounts of particulate matter from becoming arborne. This contradictsthe
intent of the rule, which alows a person to use either method aone to prevent excessive amounts of particulate
matter from becoming airborne. To ensure that the meaning of the rule for which this condition isbased on does
not change, the following language, which is taken from the rule, should replace the existing language: " Operate
gacking and reclaming machinery utilized a storage piles a dl times with aminimum fal of materid or with the
use of oray barsand wetting agents, to prevent excessive amounts of particulate matter from becoming airborne.”

APS Comment 138Page 61, Section XI.A.(8). The contents of this section are different than the rule that is
referenced. To ensure that the meaning of the rule, for which this condition is based on, does not change, the
fallowing language should be used: replace the first word "Apply" in the existing language with, " Take reasonable
precautions such as,”.

APS Comment 139Page 61, Section XI.A.(9). No referenceto the origin of and authority for this condition
is listed for this permit term as required by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. ADEQ does not have the authority to
require the director's approval before any other method is adopted for any non-point sources a Cholla
Therefore, this requirement should be deleted from the permit.

APS Comment 140Page 61, XI.B. No referenceto the origin of and authority for this condition islisted for
this permit term as required by A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.2.a. APS believes that the correct reference for this
conditionis A.A.C. R18-2-306.A.3.b.
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APS Comment 141Page 61, XI.B.1. Thiscondition would require that every timeone of theactivitieslisted
in section X1.A.1 are performed--no matter how minor, for example, if an operator spent ten minutes cleaning
aroadway or Ste areausing afire hose, or an equipment operator dug a three foot square hole in the earth to
accessavave, or afivefoot section of dirt road is backfilled due to eros on--someone would need to create and
maintain arecord of the date of the activity and what control measures were adopted. 1t would be unreasonable
and arbitrary for ADEQ to impose a burden of this magnitude on a source for such trivia emissons, some of
which may not even be able to be measured or would never escape the plant boundaries and therefore have no
potentid to adversaly impact the public welfare or hedth. Therefore, for ADEQ to be reasonable, it should add
language to this section to exclude activities of a short duration and which emissons would be trivid. APS
suggeststhat the following sentence be added at the end of this section: "Records of activities of aduration of less
than four hours are exempt from this requirement.”

APS Comment 142Page 61, Section XI1.A.1.a(3). A.A.C. R18-2-726 does not require the Director's
approva of other methods as "good modern practices.” ADEQ does not have the authority to require the
Director's gpprova before any other method is adopted by asource as"good modern practices.” Therefore, this
requirement should be deleted from the permit.

Attachment " C"

APS Comment 143Page 65, Article9. Add thereferenceto " A.A.C. R18-2-903." The provisonsof this
rule gpply to Cholla. Infact, A.A.C. R18-2-903.3 gpplies only to Challa

APS Comment 144Page 65, Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources - 40 CFR 60 Subpart
A. The Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources, Subpart D and Da should be included in this
section.  Although Chollais subject to Subparts D and Da under the State rules, it is also subject to these
Subparts under the Federd rules. Because Title V permits are intended to include requirements for both State
and Federal rules, references to Subparts D and Da should be added to the listing of Federal Standards of
Performance for New Stationary Sources.

Attachment " D"

APS Comment 145Page 67, Column 7, Row 1. Replace "865K" with "825K." This is to correct a
typographica error.

APS Comment 146Page 67, Column 3, Row 4. Add thefollowingto the end of the statement, "asretrofitted
with Process Control Equipment interna components’

APS Comment 147Page 68, Column 7, Row 1. Replace "85%" with "90%." This is to correct a
typographicd error. This columnistitled "Rated Capacity” and therefore should only contain information onthe
capacity of the equipment and should not list operating parameters. Therefore, delete dl referencesto operating
parameters as follows, "liquid flow rate-5300 lower/16,000 upper per tower; Pr. Drop 18-24" H,0."
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APS Comment 148Page 68, Column 7, Row 5. Replace "94,000" with "94,400." This is to correct a
typographical error.

APS Comment 149:Page 68, Column 7, Row 6. Thiscolumnistitled "Rated Capacity” and therefore should
only contain information on the capacity of the equipment and should not list operating parameters. Therefore,
delete dl referencesto operating parameters asfollows, "with 10% of dectrica bus. sections out of service; Pr.
Drop- 05" W.C.; gasve - 4.39 fps;"

APS Comment 150Page 69, Column 7, Row 1. Thiscolumnistitled "Rated Capacity” and therefore, should
only contain information on the cgpacity of the equipment and should not list operating parameters. Therefore,
delete dl references to operating parametersasfollows, "liquid flow rate-10,140 lower |0op/25,500 upper |oop;
Pr. Drop 6" H,O."

APS Comment 151Page 69, Column 7, Row 2. This column istitled "Rated Capacity” and therefore should
only contain information on the capacity of the equipment and should not list operating parameters. Therefore,
delete dl references to operating parameters as follows, "with 10% of eectrica bus. sections out of service; Pr.
Drop- 05" W.C.; gasve - 4.97 fps,."

APS Comment 152Page 69, Column 7, Row 7. Thiscolumnistitled "Rated Capacity” and therefore, should
only contain information on the capacity of the equipment and should not list operating parameters. Therefore,
delete al references to operating parameters as follows, "Air to cloth ratio 5.5:1, Pr. Drop - 4-17" H,0O."

APS Comment 153Page 69, Column 7, Row 8. Thiscolumnistitled "Rated Capacity" and therefore should
only contain information on the capacity of the equipment and should not list operating parameters. Therefore,
delete dl references to operating parameters as follows, "Liquid flow rate - 38 gpm; Pr. Drop - 25" H,O."

APS Comment 154:Page 70, Cod Wetting System. Seeredlined verson of this page of the permit, enclosure
2, for information not completed by ADEQ.

APS Comment 155Page 70, Cod Handling System. Change thisheading to read: "Coa Preparation Plant.”
See redlined version of this page of the permit, enclosure 2, for information not completed by ADEQ.

APS Comment 156Page 70, Stack Parameters. Column 7, al rows. A cross reference to Stacks 2 and 3
should be added to each row of this column.

APS Comment 157Page 71, Continuous Emissons Monitors. Listing each monitor in this section by
manufacturer could restrict a source's capability to accurately monitor emissions, asis required by 40 CFR 75.
If a monitor needed to be replaced due to a fallure of the primary system, 40 CFR 75 rules dlow this to be
performed immediately without prior notice to the agency. However, if themonitor isspecificaly ligedinaTitle
V permit, a source must seek a permit revision prior to making the change. Thisrequirement is not necessary to
ensure compliancewith any conditionsin the permit and therefore, should bedeleted. ADEQ hasacopy of APS
Acid Rain Monitoring Plan on file. This should provide the agency with sufficient information for the Plant's
CEMs.
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Technical Review and Evaluation Document

APS Comment 158Page 1, Table 1. The megawait process rates listed in this table represent gross
megawaetts. For clarification, add theword " Gross' to the headersfor columns 3 and 4. Also, the megawatt data
inthistable are estimated capacities of the respective units. Therefore, insart afootnote at the bottom of thetable
asfollows "Note The maximum process rates listed in this table are estimates and therefore, should note be
used as operating limits of any kind.

APS Comment 159Page 2, Paragraph 1, Line 3. Replace the words "Codl is obtained" with the words
"Higtorically, cod has been obtained” a the beginning of the sentence that starts with the word Codl.

APS Comment 160Page 2, Paragraph 1, Line 4. Insert the following sentence immediately following the
sentence that ends with the word New Mexico: "Due to unexpected shortfals in cod output from this historic
supplier, APS began and continues purchasing cod from other suppliers as needed.” This clarifies the fact that
Cholla obtains cod from other suppliers as needed.

APS Comment 161Page 2, Paragraph 1, Line 5. Insert the phrase: "includes a Cod Preparation Plant that”
in between the words "which" and "directs’.

APS Comment 162Page 2, Paragraph 2, Line 1. Insart the words. "bituminous or" immediately before the
word sub-bituminous.

APS Comment 163Page 3, Table 3, Column 3, Row 2. Replace the number 85% with "90%". Thisisdone
for technica correctness.

APS Comment 164Page 3, Table 3, Column 4, Rows 1, 2, 3, and 4. Removeadl referencesto NOx control
equipment. Tangentid fired furnacesare not considered "NOx control equipment” nor isclose coupled over fired
ar by the EPA and therefore should not be listed as control equipment.

APS Comment 165Page 3, Table 3, Column 2, Row 8. EPA has determined that for purposes of
Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM) spray bars and other dust suppression equipment is not considered
pollution control equipment. Therefore, the sentence in the cdll should be replaced with "N/A".

APS Comment 166Page 5, Table 5, Column 3 and 4, Row 3. Unit 1 is subject to the NOx standard
contained in40 CFR 76 of 0.45 Ib/mmBtu annud average. Using thislimit, PTE and dlowable emissonsfor NOx
= 2,912 tonslyear. Therefore, "2,912" should be entered into these cdlls.

APS Comment 167Page 5, Table 5, Column 3 and 4, Row 8. Unit 2 is subject to the NOx standard
contained in40 CFR 76 of 0.45 Ib/mmBtu annud average. Using thislimit, PTE and dlowable emissonsfor NOx
= 11,707.7 tonslyear. Therefore, "11,707.7" should be entered into these cdlls.

APS Comment 168Page 5, Table 5, Column 3 and 4, Row 13. Unit 3 is subject to the NOx standard
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contained in40 CFR 76 of 0.45 Ib/mmBtu annud average. Using thislimit, PTE and dlowable emissonsfor NOx
=11,707.7 tongyear. Therefore, "11,707.7" should be entered into these cells.

APS Comment 169Page 5, Table 5, Column 3 and 4, Row 19. Unit 4 is subject to the NOx standard
contained in40 CFR 76 of 0.45 Ib/mmBtu annud average. Using thislimit, PTE and dlowable emissonsfor NOx
= 13,517.1 tonslyear. Therefore, "13,517.1" should be entered into these cells.

APSComment 170:Page 7, Table 6, Column 4, Row 8. Based on thereasons stated in APS responseto this
NOV, letter toMr. Michad L. Howeth, P.E. from David R. Simonton, dated November 24, 1997, APSbdlieves
that Challawas in compliance with the provison of aminimum low sulfur coa requirement.

APS Comment 171Page 9, Table 9. The common stack of Unit 2/3 is regulated for sulfur dioxide as a
separate source and therefore should be listed in this table as such. Therefore, insert the following row in
between Unit 3 and Unit 4 asfollows:

Column 1, add the words "Unit 2/3".

Column 2, add the date "5/9/72".

Column 3, add the words " Scrubber/Absorber on the Unit 2 portion”.

Column 4, add the regulation "A.A.C. R18-2-903.3"

Column 5, add the following: "Ingtdlation permit No. 1037 for Units 2 and 3 contained this provison.
Later, A.A.C. R18-2-903.3 waswritten for ChollaUnits 2 & 3 to control Sulfur dioxide emissions. Unit
2/3 SO, Emisson monitoring requirements is subject to 40 CFR Subpart Da requirements, which was
established in PSD Permit No. M170843S1-98.

mooOw>

APS Comment 172Page 9, Table 9, Unit 3. Due to the changes being made for comment No. 167, remove
thefollowing wordsfrom column 5: "'1.P. No. 1037 for Unit 2/3 wasissued on July 6,1973 and permitted Cholla
to ingal acommon stack such that both units would comply with SO, emissons sandards asiif they condtituted
one emission discharge point, which subjected” and insert the words "is subject” immediately following theword
Unit 3. Also, Unit 3 SO, Emisson monitoring requirements is subject to 40 CFR Subpart D requirements, not
Subpart Da.

APS Comment 173Page 10, Column 3, Row 8. EPA has determined that for purposes of Compliance
Assurance Monitoring (CAM) spray bars and other dust suppression equipment is not considered pollution
control equipment. Therefore, the words "Dust Suppressants Wetting system”. The cod preparation plant at
Cholladoes utilize mechanica cyclonesfor particulate remova from the three cod silo exhaust fansingdled, one
on Unit 1 slos, one on Unit 2 and 3 silos, and one on Unit 4 slos. Therefore, these cyclones should belisted in
thiscl.

APS Comment 174Page 10, Column 3, Row 9. The Cooling Towersfor ChollaUnits3 and 4 do not require
nor use any means of dust suppresson system. Therefore, delete the words "Dust Suppressants' from this cell
and insert "N/A".

APS Comment 175Page 15, Section VII. Steam Unit 1. Unit 1 is subject to the NOx standard contained in
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40 CFR 76. Insert the following language at the end of the sentence for NOXx requirements: "except for 40 CFR
76 NOx standards which requires compliance CEMSs.

APS Comment 176Page 15, Section VII. Add asubsection detaling the requirements of Unit 2/3 (common
stack) for sulfur dioxide.

APS Comment 177Page 17, Section VII., Steam Unit 3. Thissubsection should bere-written to accurately
reflect gpplicable requirements as outlined in APS comments to the draft permit.

APS Comment 178Page 18, Section VI, Hy Ash Handling. Asoutlined by ADEQ in thisdocument and the
draft permit, the Fly Ash Handling system is subject to A.A.C. R18-2-702.B.1 for opacity. This rule regulates
opacity emissonsfrom Existing Stationary Sources. The only point sourcethat existswithinthe Hy Ash Handling
system is the fly ash slo baghouse vent.  This vent has a 40% opeacity standard required by A.A.C. R18-2-
702.B.1. The remaining portion of the Hy Ash Handling system utilized at Chollais aclosed loop system which
means, during conveying (handling), there is no openings in the systlem which would normaly release emissons
causing opacity. Opacity could result from occasionad malfunctions of the closed loop system lesking equipment)
or from emptying a piece of mafunctioning conveying eguipment to perform repairs. However, opacity which
resultsfrom these malfunctionsisregulated by the existing non-point sourcerulescontained in A.A.C. R18-2-606
and not A.A.C. R18-2-702.B.1. Further, requiring the visua inspection be performed on the entire system,
induding these closed oop systemsto ensure compliance with the sationary sourcerule, A.A.C. R18-2-702.B.1
is not appropriate or necessary. Therefore, delete the word "entire” from the second line of the first paragraph
and the words "system including al the enclosed transfer points, the exposed transfer points, and the' from the
third and fourth lines.

APSComment 179:Page 19, SectionVI1l, Cod Handling. Asoutlined by ADEQ in thisdocument and the draft
permit, the Coal Handling system is subject to A.A.C. R18-2-702.B.1 for opacity and A.A.C. R18-716 for
particulate matter. Both of these rules regulate POINT SOURCES of emissons only. Fugitive emissons are
regulated by A.A.C. R18-2-604, 605, 606, 607, and 610. Open storage pilesare clearly excluded from these
rulesand therefore should not beincluded in this section. The 40% opacity standard required by A.A.C. R18-2-
702.B.1 or the particul ate standard contained in A.A.C. R18-2-716 therefore does not pertainto the cod storage
piles. To daify this, delete the words "the cod storage piles' from the third line of the first paragraph.

APSComment 180:Page 19, Section VI, LimeHandling and Saking. Asoutlined by ADEQ inthisdocument
and thedraft permit, the Lime Handling and Saking systemissubject to A.A.C. R18-2-702.B.1 for opacity. This
rule regulates opacity emissions from Existing Stationary Sources. The only point sources that exist within the
Lime Handling and Saking system is the lime slo baghouse vent and the lime durry wet scrubber. These vents
have a 40% opacity standard required by A.A.C. R18-2-702.B.1. The remaining portion of the Lime Handling
and Slaking system utilized & Chollais a closed loop system which means, during conveying (handling), thereis
no openings in the system which would normally release emissions causing opacity. Opacity could result from
occasond mafunctions of the closed loop system lesking equipment) or from emptying apiece of mafunctioning
conveying equipment to perform repairs. However, opacity which results from these mafunctions is regulated
by the existing non-point source rules contained in A.A.C. R18-2-606 and not A.A.C. R18-2-702.B.1. Further,
requiring the visua inspection be performed on the entire system, including these closed loop systems to ensure
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compliance with the stationary sourcerule, A.A.C. R18-2-702.B.1 isnot appropriate or necessary. Therefore,
delete the word "entire" from the third line of the first paragraph and the words "dl the enclosed transfer points,
the exposed trandfer points’ from the third and fourth lines.

APS Comment 181Page 20, Section VII, Non-Point Sources. This subsection should be re-written to
accurately reflect the conditions in the draft permit.

APS Comment 182Page 22, Section X. Item 53 and 54 both have applicable requirements and permit
conditions established in the draft permit and therefore, should not be considered insignificant.

APS Comment 183Page 22, Section X, Item 65 and 128. Under the comments section ADEQ hasentered
the phrase "Under permit term” the meaning of which needs explained before APS can evauate this reference.
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